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PREFACE 


13 oTH World War I and World War II originated m the region 
that can roughly be defined as Central-Eastern Europe Although the 
sparks of the conflagrations in that area eventually menaced the very 
existence of the British Empire and even set the United States ablaze^ 
the region is “terra incognita” to most Anglo-Saxons* American politi- 
cal writers are unfortunately inclined to underestimate the complex 
realities of Central-Eastern Europe Their ignorance of those realities 
was aptly illustrated by Prime Mmister Chamberlain’s statement about 
the Czechoslovak crisis in 1938: “How terrible^ fantastic, incredible it 
IS that we should be digging trenches and trying on gas masks here be- 
cause of a quarrel in a faraway country between people of whom we 
know nothing.” 

One cause of Anglo-American indifference is the influence exerted in 
the United States and in Anglo-Saxon historiography by the concepts 
of “Western Civilization” and the related tendencies rooted in German 
scholarship. Most of the founders of the graduate departments of his- 
tory m American universities either received their training m Germany 
or eventually came under the spell of its traditions Ranke’s earliei 
view that die Germanic and Romance nations form a distinct cultural 
unit with a common history to be identified with the history of Europe 
has been accepted by the entire German historiography. It has also 
been followed, to a considerable degree, in the United States For a 
long time America and Western Europe have thought of Western civi- 
lization as being somehow identical with universal history. This con- 
cept has been bolstered by innumerable textbooks on “The Develop- 
ment of Western Civilization,” with the result that the graduates of our 
institutions of learnmg have had a very definite impression that all im- 
portant history was made by the larger nations of Western Europe. 
Thus Central-Eastern Europe has been generally lost in the shuffle. 

The period after 1918 only strengthened this tendency. Because the 
war originated in the Balkans, those states acquired an unfortunate 
reputation as an element of eternal dissension, a source of evil and up- 
heaval, and a constant, ever-threatening danger to European peace 
German propaganda was only too glad to foster such ideas, especially 
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since It seived Beilin’s purposes to attack the results of the Versailles 
Tieaty and the other peace treaties which created a “new order” in 
Central-Eastern Europe that Germany did not like This strange 
propaganda against tlie peace Ueaties was repeated diligently year in 
and year out by American and English people who had never read a 
line of the treaty and perhaps did not even know tlie names of its 
makers Those people utterly ignored tlic achievement of the peace 
treaties in liberating the smaller nations of Cential-Eastern Europe and 
greatly exaggerated the hardships inflicted on Germany by the eco- 
nomic clauses (which, for the most part, weie completely inoperative) 
The Central-Eastern European states weie thus regaidcd with the 
utmost suspicion, particularly since the hbeials of the generation re- 
garded “nationalism” as the source of all evils As conditions in Eu- 
rope deteriorated, innumerable people sighed “Ah, it’s the fault of 
those small nations ” Thev apparently failed to realize that the mailed 
fist was not shaken by the small nations, but first by Italy and then by 
Nazi Germany 

After a brief resurgence of democracy and a spread of representative 
government and parliamentary forms, the glittering plxrases of con- 
stitutionalism and parliamentarianism proved to be illusory When 
democratic machinciy broke down in several of tlie Central-Eastern 
European states, the disillusionment became even more pronounced 
During this period, the critics failed to understand that rationalism can 
project a Utopia but cannot make it a reality 

However, it should be emphasized that tile Central-Eastern European 
nations have by no means been faultless But whatevex their faults or 
their contributions to “Western” civilization, knowledge of conditions 
in that region is of paramount importance This has been particularly 
exemplified m the case of Russia, a veritable “enigma” to most people 
dunng the last two decades and especially puzzling to those who can- 
not overcome their surpiise tliat Communist Russia was the first nation 
to stop Hitler’s hordes The Russians were helped by their allies, of 
course, but still they had that signal honoi 

From this discussion, it is only logical to assume that a more definite 
knowledge of the backgrounds and current problems of the Central- 
Eastern European states is urgently desirable. The present book is one 
of the first to try to present fair and reliable information on the histori- 
cal development of those nations, witli particular emphasis on the period 
following the First World War, m a single volume The result is, 
therefore, a harvest of studies aiming to synthesize, summarize, and re- 
interpret available knowledge about the region Each chapter is accord- 
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ingly designed to bring into sharp focus the main trends involved in the 
national development of each country. The editor is particularly proud 
to have been able to secure the co-authois of diis volume as his collabo- 
lators The frequently observed inclination of a single author to be 
panoramic is a notable eccentricity in our age of specialists This book 
IS the result of the cooperation of a number of distmguished collabo- 
rators, m recognition of the reality that it is no longer possible for one 
man to digest all the facts and to present reliable and useful conclu- 
sions therefrom. 

It is the hope of the editor and his collaborators tliat a better under- 
standing of Central-Eastern Europe will go a long way to clarify the 
reasons why both our enemies and our friends are so powerful. It is 
also hoped that it will suggest metliods of integrating states into the 
world community, if that particular task should fall to us. 

The individual chapters of this book were written by the authors to 
whom they are ascribed in the Table of Contents The editor, how- 
ever, has taken the liberty of adding material to some of the chapters in 
order to amplify and harmonize their relationship with one another 
and to bring the mateiial up to date. 

The editor wishes to express special appreciation to Dr. Feliks Gross, 
General Secretary of the former Central and Eastern European 
Planning Board, for invaluable help in developing and completing the 
project. He also wishes to thank James C. McMullm, publisher of 
The Interpreter, for his assistance in revising the manuscript for publi- 
cation. 


Joseph S Roucek 




TABLE OF CONTENTS 

CHAPTl R PAGE 

Prepaci:, Joseph S Roucc \ vii 

BACKGROUNDS 
Part I 

I Central-Eastern Europe in World Affairs, E C Hehmetch 3 

Part II 

II Austria-Hungary, Hans Kohn 31 

III Czechoslovakia, Joseph S Rouce\ 60 

IV Poland (up to 1918), WiJ^toi J Ehienpiets in co-operution with 

Manfi ed K? tdl 86 

V Russia (up to 1918), Hans Kohn 13 1 

THE BALTIC STATES 

VL Finland (up to 1918), T V Kalt^mvi 160 

VII Lai-via, Lithuania, Estonia (up to 1918), T V. KalijaiPi 174 

THE BALKANS 

VIII Romania (up 10 1918), Joseph S Rouce\ 193 

IX, Yugoslavia (up to 1918), Joseph S Rouce\ 199 

X. Bulgaria (up to 1918), Joseph S RouceJ^ 205 

XI Albania (up to 1918), Joseph S Rouce\ 214 

XII Greece (up 10 1^20), Ktmon A Dou^as 218 

XIII Turkey (up to 1920), Kimon A Dou\as 225 

CONTEMPORARY CENTRAL-EASTERN EUROPE 
Part III 

XIV Cenitial-Eastern Europe in International Relations (1914- 

1945), E, C. Hehmeich ^33 

Part IV 

XV, Austria (1918-1938), Mitchell P Briggs 305 

XVI, Hungary (1918-1945), S.RoticeJ^ 3^3 


XI 



Xlt 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 


CHAPJBB PAGF 

XVII C2;ECHosLovAK.tA (i9i8“I945 ), 5 RQuce \ 338 

XVIII pQLANt) (igi8''i945), Wt\tQi / Ehrmpreis m co-opcration with 

Manped Kndl 37 ^ 

XIX SoviLT Russia (1918 i94'5), Floyd A Cave 418 

rrir; baltic states 

XX Finland Between World War I and World War TI, T V halt- 

pi VI 455 

XXI Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia from World War I ro World War 

II, T V KaUpfVi 470 

THE BALKANS 

XXII Romania (1918-1945), iS Rottce\ 492 

XXin Yugoslavia (1918 1944), Joseph S Rouce\ 506 

XXIV Bulgaria (1918-1945), Joseph S Rouce\ 520 

XXV Albania (1918-1945), Joseph S Rouce\ 531 

XXVI Greece (i920''I945), Kimon A Douhct<; 539 

XXVII Turkey (1918-X945), Kimon A Doukas 555 

Part V 

XXVIII Central-Eastern Eurqfe Under German Occupation, Floyd A 

Cave 571 

XXIX Central-Eastern Europe Under Russian Occupaiion, Floyd A 

Cave 606 

XXX Governments-in-Exile and Post-War Plans tor Ciniral-East- 

ERN Europe, Fehl^s GiOss 618 

XXXI Economic Problems or Central-Eastern Europt, Ernest Stuic 635 

Part VI 

XXXII XussiA OvLR Central-Eastern Europe, Joseph S Rouee^ 657 

LIST OF MAPS 

Physical Europe ^ Jacmg 278 

Political Europe “ 279 

Poland (1657) . 373 

Poland (1939) 373 

European Russia * * facing 418 

Asiatic Russia , . . , 4x9 



PART I 




Chapter I 


CENTRAL-EASTERN EUROPE IN WORLD HISTORY 


Histone Background 

The aphorism that all reasonable hopes of the future depend upon 
a sound understanding of the past applies witli particular force to Cen- 
tral-Eastern Europe Both World Wars started there^ and tlie solution 
of the problems arising in this region will determine whether Russia's 
collaboiation with die Western Allies will have a permanent founda- 
tion. Moreoverj the key to an understanding of titanic modern strug- 
gles can be found in tlie forces of history which have perpetuated a 
disequilibrium in the no man’s land of Central-Eastern Europe, 
where Western and Eastern influences in European and Asiatic history 
have remained locked in a stalemate 

The strip of teriitory lying between the Baltic and the Aegean is 
certainly not a homogeneous region in any ordinary historical or geo- 
graphic sense. Yet the most important features m the life of all the 
countries of this area are the same— a great diversity of nationality and 
religion, a predominantly agricultural economy, and a history of 
domination or conquest from one direction or another. This territory 
comprises the borderlands between the great national states of Western 
Europe and the Slavic power of Russia Two significant factors in the 
history of these lands have been the development of national conscious- 
ness and the relation of the smaller Slavic nationalities to the growing 
Russian state. 

The Central-Eastern European region seems to have been predestined 
to endless conflicts by the very geography of the area The core of the 
region, the Danube, has always afforded a most favorable avenue for 
military operations, whether the invasion came from the east or from 
the west. In the first thousand years of our era, the Romans were the 
lords of Danubia for five centuries During the second five hundred 
years, domination of the Danube basin continually changed hands, 
In modern times the Turkish thrust, which for centuries had been 
directed northwestward along the Danube, was replaced in the eight- 
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eenth century by German pressure exerted in the opposite direction 
After the liquidation of the Napoleonic menace, German and Austio- 
Hungarian pressure down the Danube to the Balkans was opposed by 
two other forces — one, growing out of the nsorgimmto o£ Italy, fiom 
the southwest along the old Roman routes, the other a Russian drive 
toward the Balkans and agamst Turkey around the Black Sea 

Meanwhile the problem of the Baltic Sea had already become a prob- 
lem of international concern m the sixteenth century Even then the 
interests of the Baltic riparian states and other European states were in- 
terwoven This became especially clear after Muscovy conquered the 
Livonian port of Barva (on Estonian territory) at the mouth of the 
Narva river in 1558 The Narva was connected by mland waterways 
with the Finnish Gulf The rise of Russia’s power drove her eventu- 
ally} to become the master of all the Baltic and created Russo-German 
nvailry which was to make the Baltic a battleground between these two 
nations The struggle between the Germanic and Russian states for 
poVyer m the region led to the first partition of Poland between Pi ussia, 
Rusipia, and Austria in 1772 The eighteenth cenlui y showed diat the 
bala/nce of power in Central-Eastern Europe had definitely tipped in 
Russia’s favor Peter the Great conquered the Baltic piovinccs and his 
advance toward the Black Sea helped to encircle Poland, whose de- 
striaction was accomplished at the end of the eighteenth century by 
C^itherine II Russia then became the only European power east of 
Adermany 

A very interestmg “racial” aspect of history appears in the develop- 
ment of Central-Eastern Europe This entire area is predominantly 
Slavic It has never achieved any leal unity based on the Slavic ele- 
ment, yet Slavic feelings of racial sohdarity have never died out The 
Czechoslovaks, Poles, Yugoslavs, and Bulgarians all have tried, at one 
time or another, to make historical decisions based on Pan-Slav con- 
siderations These Pan-Slavic ideas were used by the Russians to help 
to liberate the Balkan Slavs durmg the nineteenth century and to agi- 
tate the Slavs of the Austro-Hungarian Empire before 1914 In addi- 
tion, these Pan-Slavic ideals made the Germans see their history as an 
eternal conflict between the Teutonic and Slavic worlds 

Along with the “racial” trends of Central-Eastern European history, 
we must also note important religious factors The forces of Protes- 
tantism encountered the forces of Catholicism along the Danube, and 
Mohammedanism and the Greek Orthodox Church also came into con- 
flict here In fact, the cultural and religious trends stemming from 
Byzantium at a time when some of the Slavic peoples were already in 
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contact with the Latin West militated strongly against the achievement 
of Slavic unity All of the northwestern Slavs (Poles, Czechs, and 
Slovaks) and even some of the southern Slavs (Croats and Slovenes) 
joined the Roman Catholic Church, whereas tlie Serbs and Bulgars 
jomed the Greek Orthodox Church These divisions, together with 
the complications of Protestantism in the case of the Czechoslovaks, 
have always had repercussions among die Slavs, creatmg misunder- 
standings and sometimes vigorous hostility between closely related 
Slavic populations 

By the nineteenth century, Central-Eastern Europe was living under 
the domination of the Russian, German, Austro-Hungarian, and Turk- 
ish Empires, all competing foi power m die region The Austro-Hun- 
garian Empire was unwilling to let die Tsar’s armies march mto the 
Balkan Peninsula and dius block the empire’s access to the Black Sea 
oi the Aegean, or to continue inspiring the Slavs of the Habsburg do- 
main and the Balkans to tear the Dual Monarchy apart by their nation- 
alistic ambitions By this time, the Habsburg Monarchy was seethmg 
with dissatisfied nationalities, rebellious against the rule of the German 
and Hungarian minorities In the last quartei of the nineteenth cen- 
tury, the Italians also began castmg a covetous eye on the Balkans as 
a part of the world that was once Roman Italian aspirations encoun- 
tered major opposition from two quarters Russian Pan-Slavism, 
which was used to dismember Turkey by supporting Turkey’s Slavic 
subjects against Constantmople, and also Pan-Germanism By the 
end of the century, Germany had convinced herself that the Balkans 
were the necessary sprmgboard for her world power ambitions The 
German-Austro-Hungarian alliance msured Berlin’s connections with 
the Balkan Peninsula and across it to Asia Minor 

German foreign policy was motivated by a beautiful dream called 
“Mitteleuropa ” It envisioned a mighty German Empire whose polit- 
ical and economic tentacles would stretch from the North Sea and the 
Baltic through Central Europe to the Bosporus and across it to Bagh- 
dad, the key to the Near East German goods would be carried 
through the Balkans to Constantmople and beyond They would be 
sold m the vast markets of Arabia despite the French, and in India de- 
spite the British, as well as in die markets of a doteen economically un- 
developed countries in between Germany would thus really dommate 
Europe and later the Orient — and perhaps eventually the entire world 

The First World War was the direct fruit of these ambitions and 
dragged m all four of the empires mentioned above When the smoke 
cleared away from the battlefields of World War I, Austria-Hungary 
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had disappeared, Russia was impotent and in the throes of a Commu- 
nist revolution, and Turkey was not a “sick man” but a dead man so far 
as the Ottoman Empire was concerned Germany, by at templing to 
conquer Central-Eastern Europe and expedite the fulfillment of hei 
dream, was defeated She was to make anothti try in 193^ — only to 
find that such attempts always end in disastei ^ 

The Settlement of Central-Eastef n Europe 

Early migrations Although most of tlie peoples of this region have 
remained fairly stationary since approximately the tenth centuiy, cti- 
tain groups seem to be more indigenous than otheis to the aieas wheic 
they center today ^ Starting in the Balkans, we have the Greeks, the 
scattered Kutzo-Vlachs in Macedonia, who are best identified today 
with the modern Romanians, and the Albanians Although the mattei 
IS a subject of much dispute among andtropologists and histoiians, 
some of them also place the Romanians of the Carpathian aita m the 
same category We are on suret ground when we come to the Baltic 
littoral Here the related Finns, Estonians, and Livonians have lesided 
since very early times, along with another group, the Latvians and 
Lithuanians The Germans and Slavs have a moie varied histoiy 
They are indigenous to certain areas, but were moie inclined to wander, 
and at different times in history they occupied and dominated vastly 
different territories 

At about the beginning of tlie Christian era, the vaiious Gtiman 
tribes occupied not only the territory beyond tlie Rhme-Danube frontier 
of tlie Roman Empire but were also m control fairly well down the 
valley of the Vistula toward the Black Sea Driven by an increase in 
population, the need for better grazing and hunting preserves, and 
urged on by the inroads of enemies and the desire for plunder, these 
tribes began to move about This migration of nations {V Ql\ei wand- 
erung) was primarily concentrated in the fouith and fifth centuries, 
although the process continued well beyond that peiiod It had cata- 
strophic effects on the old Roman Empire and eventually led to the es- 
tabhshment of new Germanic kmgdoms m Western Europe The 
direction of the migration was south and, as the Germanic tribes moved 

^ The above section, ‘Historic Background," has been prepared by the editor 

^See particularly Macartney, C A, Naftonal SiaUs and Nauonal UinonUes (London Ox 
ford University Press, 1934)» III, Josef Han£, Tornado Aaoss Eastern Ewol>c (New York 
The Greystone Press, 1942), Part I 
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out, tlieir places were taken by Slavs and newcomers from the Asiatic 
reservoii of humanity The gap between the Urals and the Caspian, 
leading to the flat plains to the north of the Black Sea and the beckon- 
ing Danube valley, formed a broad highway into the heart of Europe 
and along this highway, m die fifth century, came Attila and his Hun- 
nish bands, soon to be followed by the Avars These were to be ab- 
sorbed by later ariivals, and today, as a synonym for complete oblivion, 
there is the proverb “to peiish like the Avars without leaving a trace ” 

The expansion of the Slavs was less spectacular but more endurmg 
dian the advent of the Huns and the Avars The best that ethnogra- 
phers can do to locate the early Slavs is to place them in the region 
northeast of the Carpathians in the uppei basins of the Vistula, Pripet, 
Dniester, and Dniepei rivers — a region about halfway between the 
Baltic and Black Seas m what is sometimes referred to as the Isthmus 
of Europe From here the Slavs radiated like spokes m a wheel To 
the east went what were later to be known as the White Russians and 
the Gieat Russians, to the south and west went the Little Russians (Ru- 
thenians), the principal inhabitants of modern Galicia and the Ukraine 
The mam direction of Slav migration in this early period was west- 
ward, and the Slavs soon overran Central Europe, reachmg even be- 
yond the Elbe and to the classic frontiers of Italy and Greece 

The claims of the Slavs to Central and Eastern Europe were not, 
however, to go unchallenged The Germans reversed their westward 
migratory trend and began to erect a series of barriers (marches) 
against them Charlemagne (800-814) was the first ruler to do this 
on a gland scale His biographer enumerates no less than four wars 
agamst the Slavs 

The Danubian basin. The Slav expansion to the west and south was 
challenged not only by the Germans but by a new series of Asiatic in- 
vadeis Toward the end of the seven tli century the Bulgars, an Asiatic- 
Turanian tribe akin to the Huns and Avars and to the modern Fmns, 
Estonians, and Magyars, crossed the Danube delta and spread into the 
Balkans Although they conquered the Slavs, who by tliat time had 
taken possession of these lands, they were absorbed in turn, so that 
today diey are Slavs with little but their name to remind them of 
their ancient origin By the eighth century, the Khazars had estab- 
lished a strong kmgdom north and east of the Black Sea The con- 
version of their Khan to Judaism, even though the majority of the 
Khazars later accepted Mohammedanism, indicates the extent of 
Jewish influence in this area More important than the Bulgars and 
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Khazars were the Magyars, who settled m the great Danubian Plain 
(Alfold) m the ninth century and extended their conquests up to the 
southeastern German marches ® 

The great body of Slavs was thus permanently divided into two 
sections, for to tlie east of the Magyars the breach was continued by tlie 
Romanians, with their basic Latin culture The Slavic group to the 
north and west consisted of the Wends, the Sorbs, the Czechs, the 
Slovaks, and the Poles The southern group consisted of the Slovenes, 
die Croatians, the Slavonians, and die Seibs Of these groups, the 
Wends (near Berlin) and the Soibs (in Silesia) have been entirely 
absorbed by the Germans The Slavonians are really Serbs who reside 
in a legion known as Slavonia and have a history quite distinct from 
that of the other Serbians In this they lesemble the Montenegiins, 
who are racially among the purest Serbs, but who receive special 
mention because they inhabit the territory of the Cernagora (Black 
Mountain) and have a distinct regional history 

Later tnmsions Following the Magyars, additional invaders swept 
westward aaoss the vast steppes of southern Russia As conquerors 
they influenced the history of this region, although in most cases they 
founded no modern national groups of significance Moie impoitant 
than the Petchenegs in the tenth century and the Cumans m the 
eleventh century were the Mongols Having created a vast empire 
under Genghiz Khan m Cential Asia and China, diey raided Europe, 
reaching Bohemia in 1241 Destruction and disorganization were left 
in the wake of their armies Under Batu they established an “Empire 
of the Golden Horde,” with its capital at Sarai on the Volga, from 
which tliey ruled a large part of Eastern Europe 

Not all mvaders followed the easy route north of the Black Sea The 
Seljuk Turks struck south into Anatolia, revitalized the Mohammedan 
Saracemc Empire, and soon challenged the power of the Byzantine 
Empire at Constantmople This threat furnished the pretext for the 
Crusades (1095-1270), with their great influence not only on Western 
Europe but on the East as well More important than tlie Seljuks 
were the Ottoman Turks who replaced them and who were to be- 
come the founders and organizers of the great Turkish Empire Al- 
though the Ottoman Turks extended their power up to the gates of 

“ "The Szekeiy, or Szeklers, who inhabit the eastern valleys o£ Transylvania^ are now com- 
pletely Mag>anzed, but it is most probable that they are in origin a pre Magyar Turkish people 
(perhaps Avars) In the Middle Ages they were free peasants, preserving their own constitu- 
tion which was tnbal and closely akm to that of the early Magyars and. subject only to the 
Szekely-Graf, or Count of the Sz^kcly, who was directly responsible to the Grown ” Macart- 
ney, NaUonal States and 'National Mmoattes, p 62* 
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Vienna, and thus had a tremendous effect on the peoples of South- 
eastern Europe, they luled as conquerors They established no large 
Turkish national groups, but only small mmorities here and there to 
add to the babel of tongues 

Colonization A consideration of early indigenous groups and 
groups which became mdigenous as a result of somewhat later mass 
migrations does not suffice to account historically for the mosaic of 
peoples which is the most fundamental characteristic of Central and 
Eastern Europe This must be traced also to an important coloniza- 
tion movement into the legion throughout the course of history 

Under the Roman Empire the provmce of Dacia was colomzed, and 
the modern Romanians claim they are the descendants of these 
colonists and of the tribes originally occupying diis area Traders in 
the Middle Ages established small national colonies m remote regions 
This type of colonization is well illustrated by the settlements of the 
German merchants of the Hanseatic League in the Baltic States 
Colonists also followed the Cross witness the activity of the Teutonic 
Knights m the Baltic regions of East Prussia, Estonia, and Latvia, and 
the German settlers who followed the German missionaries into 
Bohemia In later years many groups of setders migrated to escape 
religious persecution, either Mohammedan, Roman Catholic, Greek 
Orthodox, or Protestant Conquest of new territories also brought 
new colonists, as illustrated by Swedish expansion along the shores 
of the Baltic, German expansion into the eastern marches, and Russian 
expansion mto the Baltic and Black Sea regions 

Colonization by groups of nationals was, however, largely the result 
of direct invitation by ruling princes who wanted settlers to work the 
lands, businessmen to conduct the trade of the cities, and soldiers to pro- 
tect the frontiers This process has gone on continually Such set- 
tlers obtained not only special land grants but, equally important, spe- 
cial governing privileges The large immigration of Saxons into 
Transylvania in the twelfdi century is a perfect example of this type of 
colonization These famous Siebenburgen Saxons were recognized as 
a separate nation by their overlords and were granted autonomy They 
have jealously guarded these rights and m part mamtained them to 
this day 

After the devastation of the series of wars in the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries when the Turks were gradually driven back be- 
yond the Danube, the Habsburg rulers regularly invited peoples to 
settle in this area Many of the settlers who responded were Germans, 
but there were also many Slovaks and Serbs The Swabians along the 
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lower Danube for the most part migrated to this region in the eight 
eenth and nineteenth centuries The Cossacks, with their histone 
special privileges in the Ukraine, originated as a group of frontier 
guaids The Habsburgs down to 1867 maintained against the Turks 
a special Military Frontier staffed largely by Croats and Serbs who had 
special privileges and were subject directly to the Ministry of War in 
Vienna 

The reason for these grants of special privilege to colonists is not 
hard to find They arose pnmaiily out of the need to entice immi- 
grants to increase the prospenty and wealth of the ruler’s domains 
Colonists would not come unless they were accorded special rights be- 
cause they were often accustomed to a more highly developed state of 
law in their mother country than existed in the regions to which they 
were migrating This was especially true with regard to towns, which 
accounts for the fact that many German communities in Eastern Eu- 
rope (notably m Poland) were governed by German municipal codes 
In fact, Magdeburget Recht did not disappear from Russian Poland 
until 1831 This recognition of special legal systems had the same pur- 
pose as the capitulations m Turkey and extraterritorial rights m China 
and Japan In addition, there was the concept of personality of law so 
prevalent in mediaeval Europe, especially among the Germans, accord- 
ing to which a man took his law (the law of his tribe or nation) with 
him wherever lie went and expected to be tried and judged by it 

By granting such legal and other privileges, the ruling prince sought 
also to win the support of the immigrants agamst his obstreperous no- 
bihty or the majority nationality But while special minority privileges 
satisfied and pacified their recipients, they also often antagonized the 
more numerous native population The greater centralization of the 
state in recent years and the passing of power to majority groups 
through the democratization of government have resulted in the curtail- 
ment of special minority privileges, a fact that accounts m part for the 
acuteness of minority problems today 

Among the racial and religious minorities who were often granted 
special privileges were the Jews These grants did not have to be ex- 
tensive to attract die Jews, who were generally under severe persecu- 
tion in Western Europe A number of rulers in fourteenth-century 
Poland and Lithuania were especially well disposed toward diem, how- 
ever, and many Jews came to live in these territories Late 4 these 
Jews were restricted to certain areas, which became known as the 
“Pale ” But there were also many Jews scattered beyond the Pale, 
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particularly in the rest of Galicia, Hungary, and Romania Eastern 
Europe thus became the world center of Jewish population 

Religious Development 

The great variety of peoples is naturally a divisive force in Central 
and Eastern Europe The same is true of religion, which has often 
been closely associated with nationality in this region In the Middle 
Ages there were two mam missionary centers Rome and Constanti- 
nople Roman Catholicism spread from the first, Eastern Orthodoxy 
from the second The former brought with it a western orientation, 
western culture, and the use of the Latin alphabet Eastern Ortho- 
doxy brought about contacts with the civilization of the Byzantine Em- 
pire and, except in the case of the Romanians, the use of the Cyrillic 
alphabet After the Mohammedan conquest of Constantinople (1453) 
and the Balkans, the isolation of the Eastern churches from the rest of 
Christendom was increased 

On the eastern (1 e , Greek Orthodox) side of the religious demarca- 
tion line which extends vertically across Europe are the Greeks, the 
Bulgars, about one-tliird of the Albanians, the Serbs, a greater part 
of the Romanians, and the Russians To the west, and predommantly 
Roman Catholic, are the Poles, Czechs, Slovaks, Magyars, Austrians, 
Slovenes, and Croats Constituting a sort of border line in Galicia and 
sections of Romania are the Uniates Catholics m full communion with 
Rome but following Eastern rites of worship ^ 

This religious division of Central-Eastern Europe was disturbed but 
not materially changed by the Protestant Reformation Although the 
Protestant movement originally swept large sections of Bohemia, Slo- 
vakia, Austria, Hungary, and Poland, the reaction of the Counter- 
Reformation regained much of this territory for Roman Catliolicism 
In the north, where Protestant Sweden controlled Fmland, Estonia, 
and Courland, Lutheranism was mtroduced and remains tlie dominant 
religion The secularization of the Teutonic Order left Protestantism 
m control in East Prussia and in portions of the Baltic littoral In 
Hungary, Protestantism was able to preserve itself in some places 
against the Catholic power of the Habsburgs, particularly m the eastern 
sections which remained longer under Turkish rule, and in Transylva- 
nia, which enjoyed a peculiar autonomous status In this region, as 
early as 1571, Roman Catholicism, Lutheranism, Calvinism, and Uni 

* Attwater, Donald The Cathohc Eastern Churehes (Milwiukce Bruce Pubhbhing Co , 1935) 
Chs m, IV, V. 
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tarianism received official recognition and toleration. The Orthodox 
faith, however, remained outside die fold.® The Turkish conquest of 
Southeastern Europe brought with it Mohammedanism and added a 
new divisive element. This was important in its day but has no 
marked present significance. 

Economic Dei/elopment 

The diversity found in race and religion in Central-Eastern Europe is 
not paralleled in its economic life. In the past and even today, the 
whole region remains fundamentally a rural area. The existence of 
age-old manufacturing centers in Bohemia, Austria, and Greece does 
not change this basic generalization. In recent years there has been 
some industrialization in all the states in this part of Europe, except 
perhaps Albania. But here again, the movement is so universal that 
the economies remain essentially parallel and not complementary in 
relation to one another. True, a measure of economic interdependence 
can be discerned in certain regions, but this is not sufficiently wide- 
spread to bring about economic unity in Central-Eastern Europe. 

It is by no means certain, as is so often supposed, that economically 
this region was better off when it was under two or three sovereign 
states than when it was divided among the numerous states of post- 
World War I Europe. It is war which from time immemorial has 
retarded the economy of these borderlands. 

Political Development to 14^0 

General pattern. It is difficult to work out a coherent political pat- 
tern for Central-Eastern Europe. At the time when the Balkan Penin- 
sula was the home of Greek civilization, the territory from the Danube 
to the Baltic was inhabited by unknown wandering tribes. The Ro- 
man Empire extended its control somewhat beyond the Danube, but 
essentially it remained a Mediterranean power. Nevertheless the in- 
fluence of the Roman Empire, with its heritage from Greece, eventually 
spread throughout Central-Eastern Europe. Insofar as that influence 
derived directly from Rome, it was similar to the heritage of Western 
Europe where the Church asserted supremacy over the State. 

To a great extent, however, Central-Eastern Europe derives from 
Constantinople, where Roman and Greek traditions merged 
into the civilization of the Byzantine Empire. It was from Constan- 
tinople that the first missionaries were sent to the Slavs and with them 

® Macartney, C. A., Hungary and Her Successors The Treaty of Trianon and Its Conse- 
quences, 1919-1937 (London: Oxford University Press, 1937), p. 260. 
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went die concept that the State was not only closely related to the 
Church, but was dominant over it. Often the ruling prince took the 
lead in bringing his people into the Christian fold and, having done so, 
retained a directing hand over the Church. Cuius regio eius religio 
was a doctrine enforced in Central-Eastern Europe long before the 
Reformation wrote into the public law of the Germanies that a prince 
should determine the religion of his subjects. 

From Rome the imperial tradition was passed on to the Germans, 
from Constantinople to the Russians. Some of the people who sepa- 
rated the two — ^Poles, Hungarians, Serbs, Bulgarians — ^were also in- 
spired by the imperial concept and at various times attempted to es- 
tablish empires of their own. Yet on the whole these peoples, as will 
be pointed out below, became the parts out of which rival imperial 
states were built. The persistence of the imperial idea in Central- 
Eastern Europe was in part due to the relatively late rise of nationalism 
and democracy there. Although these forces did in time disrupt the 
established imperial states, they did not end the imperial tradition — a 
fact amply demonstrated by contemporary world politics. 

By about 1350 a turning point in the history of Central-Eastern Eu- 
rope can be discerned. To the east the Mongols, the last invaders to 
sweep across the steppes of Russia, were still firmly established on the 
Volga. To the southeast, the Byzantine Empire was in the throes of 
revolution. In 1354, the Ottoman Turks established their first foot- 
hold in Europe. Already beset by the Black Death, which ravaged 
Europe about 1350, the people were soon to add to their litanies a 
prayer for protection against this new scourge. Between these powers 
on the east and the states of Western Europe, Central-Eastern Europe 
consisted of a number of independent or semi-independent states which 
owed their freedom largely to the weakness of their neighbors. 
To the west lay an enormous and grasping but weakly organized 
empire. 

The Holy Roman Empire. The Holy Roman Empire was a loose 
confederation of feudal states, mostly Germanic. . The Emperor, who 
laid claim to universal rule as heir of the Roman emperors, always had 
difl&culty in controlling both his Italian and his German subjects. The 
emperorship was an elective office, a fact which frequently led to bit- 
ter rivalries. In the famous Golden Bull of 1356, the election proce- 
dure was formally organized by assigning the task to seven electors. 
Three of them were ecclesiastics: the Archbishops of Mainz, Trier, and 
Cologne. The other four were lay rulers: the Count Palatine of the 
Rhine, the Duke of Saxony, the Margrave of Brandenburg, and the King 
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of Bohemia. Bohemia had become a recognized part of the Holy 
Roman Empire after Boleslav I had been forced to accept German 
suzerainty in 950. When the line of succession failed in Bohemia in 
1526, the crown passed to the Habsburgs. 

The fact that the Catholic Habsburgs could thus always unite with 
the three ecclesiastical electors to assure the election of a Habsburg 
emperor was of fateful significance to the history of all Europe. Vague 
and shadowy as the power of the emperors came to be, the Habsburgs 
would have cut a relatively minor figure in Eastern European history 
had they not been backed by the influence, prestige, and power that 
they obtained as emperors of the Holy Roman Empire. Equally fate- 
ful was the fact that at times the welfare of Central-Eastern Europe 
was sacrificed to support Habsburg policies in Germany, Spain, and 
Italy. Via the Habsburgs and the Empire, the wars and troubles of 
Western, Central, and Southeastern Europe were to be inextricably in- 
termingled. Thus the states of Central-Eastern Europe led a pre- 
carious existence between their imperialistic neighbors. 

The Baltic region. In the far north, the Swedes had conquered the 
Finns in the twelfth century, but the Finns nevertheless maintained a 
high degree of autonomy. The loose organization of the Swedish 
kingdom and its complex relationship to the other Scandinavian king- 
doms in this period made Swedish suzerainty little more than nominal. 
Along the Baltic littoral and in the islands of the Baltic, the Hanseatic 
League maintained important trading centers which actually served as 
German outposts. The Peace of Stralsund (1370) between the League 
and Sweden marked the high point of the power of the Hansa in this 
area. Strong though it was, however, the Hansa was forced to share 
its control of the Baltic with the Teutonic Knights. In 1200 the Pope 
had proclaimed a Crusade against the Baltic heathen, and the German 
Knights of the Sword (joined later by the Teutonic Knights) had 
responded eagerly to this summons to “Christian warfare.” The 
Knights had colonized and Christianized East Prussia and, then ex- 
panding their rule northward from their base at Riga, had finally won 
Estonia from its Danish overlords in 1346. 

The Order of Teutonic Knights also sent its colonists deep into Po- 
land and into Lithuania, but they were never able to subjugate these 
territories. At this time Lithuania was the most powerful state in 
Eastern Europe, and in 1386 the Duke of Lithuania brought about a 
federation with Poland by a marriage alliance. The allies were able 
to defeat the Teutonic Order in the famous batde of Tannenberg in 
1410. This defeat marked the beginning of the end for the Teutonic 
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Order and the corresponding rise of the Polish-Lithuanian state, which 
in the sixteenth century was to control the vast territory from the Baltic 
to the Black Sea and from east of the Oder River and the Carpathians 
to the headwaters of the Volga. 

Bohemia-Moravia. Before and after the Polish-Lithuanian federa- 
tion, Poland at various times entered into relations with Bohemia and 
Hungary, which lay beyond its southern mountain frontier. In Bo- 
hemia the Czechs had established a state as early as the seventh 
century, only to be absorbed by the kindred state of Moravia in the 
tenth century. As mentioned above, Bohemia in 950 became a recog- 
nized part of the Holy Roman Empire. This tie with the government 
of Germany, often very tenuous, was nevertheless to last in one fashion 
or another down to the rupture of the Germanic Confederation in r866 
and, through the continuing connection of Bohemia with Austria, even 
longer. 

The middle of the fourteenth cenmry is often regarded as the 
Golden Age of Bohemia. Under its King Charles I (1347-1378), the 
famous Charles IV of the Empire, Bohemia took the lead in imperial 
affairs. The University of Prague was founded in 1348 and soon it 
nourished a national-religious leader in the person of John Hus 
( 1369-1415) . He was to pay with his life for his denunciations of abuses 
within the Catholic Church and of German dominance in Bohemia. 
His death at the stake by order of the Council of Constance (1415) un- 
leashed the civil conflicts known as the Hussite Wars (1420-1433) and 
laid the basis for the bitter religious-national struggles against the Habs- 
burgs in the seventeenth century. Failure of a direct line of succession 
united Bohemia through dynastic ties with Hungary and, as we have 
seen, in 1526 with the Austrian Habsburgs. 

Hungary. The Magyars, who had reached the Danubian plain in 
896, organized and obtained Western recognition of their state of Hun- 
gary in the year 1001, when King Stephen was crowned with a special 
crown blessed by the Pope. Certainly by the end of the tenth cen- 
tury the Magyars were in control of modern Slovakia, which remained 
from that time until 1918, except for a very brief episode or two, an in- 
tegral part of the Hungarian state. In this period Hungary also held 
modern Transylvania, but here a varying degree of autonomy was al- 
ways the rule until 1867. Croatia-Slavonia, which Hungary con- 
quered in the eleventh century, likewise enjoyed a measure of auton- 
omy under the crown of St. Stephen. 

Under Louis the Great (1342-1382), mediaeval Hungary reached the 
peak of its power. Louis forced the princes of Serbia, Wallachia, and 
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Moldavia to recognize his suzerainty, established control over Ragusa 
and most of Dalmatia, and even was elected King of Poland. But this 
great Hungarian-dominated federation, extending from close to the 
Baltic to the Mediterranean and Black Seas, was only a flash in the pan, 
for it centered too much in the person of the king. Poland, after its 
union with Lithuania (1386), became a dangerous rival. Moreover, 
the princes to the southeast took their oaths of allegiance lightly, and 
the inroads of the Turks soon placed the Hungarian kings on the 
defensive. 

The Slovenes. While the Croats came under Magyar rule, the 
Slovenes were conquered by the Germans in the ninth century and, 
like the Czechs, were to be associated thenceforth with the history of 
the Holy Roman Empire. Their territories (mainly Carinthia, Car- 
niola, and Styria) were ruled by different princes subject to varied al- 
legiances, but in the course of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries 
all of them came into the hands of the Habsburgs, who had won pos- 
session of the neighboring territory of Austria under Rudolf I (1273- 
1291). This long association of the Slovenes with Vienna and with the 
Habsburg champions of Catholic Christianity has profoundly affected 
their cultural and economic development. 

The Balkans. The hundred years from 1350 to 1450 brought tremen- 
dous changes south of the lower Danube. The Bulgarian Empire had 
collapsed under the attack of the Byzantine emperor in 1018, and for 
the following century and a half Bulgaria had been an integral part of 
the Eastern Empire. In 1186 a second Bulgarian Empire had arisen 
and had maintained a precarious existence for two centuries. In the 
middle of the fourteenth century, the Bulgarian Tsar married the 
daughter of Stephen Dushan (1331-1355), the greatest of Serb rulers. 
Under Dushan, the Serbs dominated the Balkan Peninsula for a few 
brief years. In 1389, however, the Ottoman Turks defeated a coalition 
of Balkan armies in the famous battle of Kossovo. This victory marked 
the first great Turkish success in Europe. After conquering most of 
the Balkan Peninsula, the Turks turned to besiege Constantinople, 
which they had originally by-passed. With the capture of this city in 
1453, the Byzantine Empire came to an end. Within the next few 
years the Turks completed their conquest of the Balkans, mopping up 
the few remaining Greek outposts in Morea and extending their con- 
trol to Wallachia (1462), Bosnia (1463), and Albania (1479). 

The fall of the Byzantine Empire marks an epoch in world history. 
Now the Roman Empire had truly come to an end, the control of the 
holy places had definitely passed into Moslem hands, and the Cathedral 



CENTRAL-EASTERN EUROPE IN WORLD HISTORY 17 

of St. Sophia, the symbol of the leadership of Eastern Orthodoxy, was 
converted into a mosque. At the same time Christian Europe, itself 
beset with ever increasing religious controversy, was confronted by a 
powerful new ideological foe. In the east a rising new power, the 
Principality of Moscow, laid ominous claim to the imperial heritage 
of the Byzantine emperors. 

Russia. By the middle of the ninth century, a number of important 
city states were located along the so-called eastern water route from the 
Baltic to the Black Sea — ^Novgorod in the north, Smolensk in the mid- 
dle, and Kiev in the south. These cities controlled the important 
trade with Constantinople. Kiev, thanks to the aid of certain Viking 
invaders (known as Varangians in Russian history), established its 
supremacy in the period 882-1132. During this time of Kiev’s dom- 
inance, the Russians received Christianity as taught by the Church at 
Constantinople. Subsequent invasions, particularly the Mongolian in- 
cursions, caused the Kiev state to disintegrate into many principalities. 
The rulers of the Golden Horde exercised only weak control over the 
more westerly sections of their Empire. By the middle of the four- 
teenth century, the Dukes of Lithuania extended their dominance to 
the plains of the Black Sea. Many of these peoples were only too glad 
to come under the protection of Christian Polish or Lithuanian princes 
in order to escape the harsher levies of the Tartar Khans. 

To the east of the Lithuanian state, the Principality of Moscow be- 
gan to achieve prominence. Its first ruler of significance was Ivan I 
(i325-f34i), who received the surname Kalita (Moneybag) because of 
his parsimony. He purchased special privileges from his Tartar over- 
lords and in turn was commissioned by them to collect tribute from 
other princes. “To him who hath shall be given,” and the princes of 
Moscow prospered, gradually adding one bit of territory after another 
to their domain. The creation of modern Russia is an expansion of the 
Principality of Moscow, much as the creation of modern France is a 
result of additions of territory to the Capetian possession of the lie de 
France. 

In 1462 Ivan III, to be known in history as “Ivan the Great” and as 
the first sovereign of the modern Russian state, became Prince of Mos- 
cow. The Khans of the Golden Horde had already been weakened by 
new attacks from Asia under Timur the Great (1369-1405), and Ivan 
now broke their domination in Russia. In 1472 he married the niece 
of the last Byzantine emperor and announced himself heir of the 
Roman emperors and Protector of the Orthodox Church. The double 
eagle of the Byzantine Empire was adopted as the Russian coat of arms. 
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Genealogists went so far as to trace Ivan’s descent, by a stretch of im- 
agination, back to Caesar Augustus. Ivan also challenged the power 
of his western neighbors, Poland-Lithuania, without much success, al- 
though this presages the next historical period to be surveyed. 

Political Development, 14^0'i'joo 

General pattern. The next political epoch which lends itself to sum- 
mation ends with the seventeenth century. In this period, from about 
1450 to 1700, much of Central-Eastern Europe was divided among three 
great imperial states: the strong Swedish power in the north, the Poiish- 
Lithuanian state in the center and east, and the vastly expanded Otto- 
man Empire in the southeast. Equally important was the foundation 
in this period of the power of three border states, Romanov Russia, 
Habsburg Austria and Hungary, and Hohenzollern Prussia, which in 
.the eighteenth century were substantially to liquidate the above- 
mentioned states and establish a new imperialism of tlieir own. It is 
also significant that at this time the future boundaries of Roman 
Catholicism, Greek Orthodoxy, and Protestantism were drawn. 

Sweden. In 1523 Sweden broke away from Denmark and Norway, 
with which she had been joined since the Union of Kalmar of 1387. 
Under the leadership of the House of Vasa, Sweden now successfully 
challenged the trade monopoly exercised by the Hanseatic League in 
the Baltic. In fact, the League disappeared as an international power 
in the seventeenth century. Already in possession of Finland, Sweden 
acquired Estonia, Livonia, and important sections of northern Germany 
(Pomerania) in the course of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. 
In this period, Sweden was by far the strongest power in the Baltic 
region. As a leading Protestant state, Sweden took a prominent part 
in the last phases of the Thirty Years’ War, which devastated Germany 
in 1618-1648. Having adopted Lutheranism, Sweden furthered this 
religion in the areas under its control. In accord with the doctrines of 
the universal priesthood of all believers and that a person should seek 
his own salvation in the Scriptures, the Lutheran clergy did much to 
encourage native schools. This resulted in a high degree of literacy in 
Finland, Estonia, and Livonia which is noteworthy even to the present 
day. On the whole, Swedish dominance, in comparison with what ex- 
isted before and what was to follow, provided an era of enlightened 
government and administration. 

Poland-Lithuania. The Polish-Lithuanian personal union inaugu- 
rated in 1386 by the marriage of Jagiello of Lithuania and Jadwiga of 
Poland was consolidated in 1569 by the Union of Lublin. The Poles 
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had gradually become the dominant partner. Henceforth Lithuania 
and Poland were to have a common sovereign and a common Diet, al- 
though Lithuania was still to have its separate administrative system 
and its own army. In 1466 Poland had again defeated the Order of 
Teutonic Knights, and this time the territories of the Knights were 
divided. Poland received West Prussia, including the city of Danzig, 
while the Order retained East Prussia, including Memel, as a fief of the 
Polish kingdom. 

Here was a fundamental division of territory that was to cause much 
difficulty in subsequent years. In i’525, under the leadership of Albert 
of Hohenzollern, the lands of the Order were secularized, but they still 
remained a fief of Poland. In 1618, through a marriage alliance. East 
Prussia came into the possession of a branch of the Hohenzollern fam- 
ily that was ruling in Brandenburg. At about the same time, these 
Hohenzollerns also obtained possession of Cleve and its dependencies of 
Mark and Ravensberg on the Rhine, thus becoming involved in West- 
ern as well as Eastern European affairs. The growth of Prussian 
power is largely the story of the territorial unification of these three 
territorial areas: Cleve, Brandenburg, and East Prussia. It was a long 
historic process, and it ran counter to Poland’s historic claim to a share 
of the Baltic coast. In 1657 the Polish king was forced to relinquish 
his claim of suzerainty over East Prussia, and this territory became the 
first bit of land held by the Hohenzollern family without any obliga- 
tions to a superior sovereignty. For this reason, when the Hohenzol- 
lerns were granted the title of “King” by the Emperor in 1701, they 
chose to be known as “Kings in Prussia.” “Kings in Prussia,” rather 
than “Kings of Prussia,” because as yet there were important Prussian 
territories under the Polish crown. 

The defeat and liquidation of the Teutonic Order ended German 
eastward expansion. The Poles gradually replaced many of the Ger- 
man colonists. During the sixteenth century, Poland followed one of 
the most liberal religious policies of any state. More Jews sought its 
protection and Protestantism spread throughout the land. In the 
seventeenth century, the country was won back to Catholicism, largely 
tlirough the energetic efforts of the Jesuits. The fact that the Poles and 
Lithuanians remained Roman Catholic in the end has had important 
effects on the later relations of Poland to Protestant Prussia to the north 
and west, and to Orthodox Russia to the east. 

The Polish-Lithuanian state on the whole held its own against the 
rising power of the Princes of Moscow up to the end of the seventeenth 
century. During the Time of Troubles (1604-1613), a- period of civil 
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warfare in Russia, a Polish candidate for the Russian throne achieved 
his brief day of glory. Although there were many wars, the only 
territory that Poland lost was the city of Kiev and a small surrounding 
area. Under the able leadership of King John Sobieski (1674-1696), 
the Poles successfully withstood Turkish onslaughts from the south and 
in 1683 broke the second Turkish siege of Vienna. 

This rescue of Western Christian civilization from Turkish conquest 
marks the apogee of Polish power. The Polish kingdom was already 
stricken with grave internal weakness. The nobility in Poland had 
long possessed special powers which they began to use more and more 
for their own feudal class interests and less for the nation as a whole. 
Poland had long been an elective monarchy, and each election was apt 
to br ing civil strife and more privileges for the group of nobles who 
won. The seventeenth century ended with Augustus II (1697-1732), 
elector of Saxony, on the Polish throne. Already involved in German 
politics via Prussian territories, Poland was thus drawn in still further. 

The expansion of the Tur](ish Empire. The capture of Constanti- 
nople in 1453 gave great impetus to Turkish expansion. In I5i'6-i5i7 
the Turks conquered Syria and Egypt, in 1534 they won Tunis, and 
in the next year they overran the territory around the Red Sea, extend- 
ing their power even into Persia. In Europe they continued their drive 
beyond the Danube, and in 1526 they decisively defeated the Hun- 
garians in the battle of Mohacs. In this battle Louis, King of Hun- 
gary as well as of Bohemia, was killed, and Ferdinand of Habsburg, 
Archduke of Austria, was elected to both vacant thrones. Ferdinand 
was the brother of Emperor Charles V, who controlled not only the 
Germanies, the Lowlands, and large portions of Italy, but Spain and 
vast territories in America as well. The desire to obtain Habsburg aid 
against the Turkish invaders no doubt played a part in Ferdinand’s 
election to the Bohemian and Hungarian thrones. This fateful choice 
laid "the foundation for Habsburg domination of the Danube valley in 
die following centuries. After the batde of Mohacs, the Turks pressed 
on to besiege Vienna in 1529. Unable to take the city, they returned to 
Hungary, where a peace negotiated in 1533 left only the western fringe 
of his Hungarian possessions to Ferdinand. Peace did not last along 
the frontier, and the chronicle of Habsburg-led expeditions against 
the Turks is a long one. Gradually one bit of territory after another 
was won back. 

In this period Transylvania, under Turkish suzerainty, asserted its 
greatest degree of independence. With the end of the Thirty Years’ 
War in 1648, the Habsburg rulers were able to devote more attention 
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to their eastern possessions. Their policy of restoring Catholicism by 
force brought with it one of the bitterest periods of persecution for the 
Hungarians, who had quite generally accepted Protestantism. Cathol- 
icism and German control came to be considered synonymous, and 
tremendous anti-German feeling was aroused in Hungary. Transyl- 
vania, still under Turkish control, was less affected by this strife. The 
renewed aggressive eastern policy of the rulers, at Vienna, however, 
roused the Turks to action. As already indicated, they were again at 
the gates of Vienna in 1683. Finally, by the Treaty of Karlowitz 
(1699) they were forced to retreat behind the Save-Danube frontier. 
They still controlled the Banat of Temesvar, Wallachia, Moldavia, 
and the territory around the Black Sea, but Russia, under the vigorous 
leadership of Peter the Great, was ready to take up the gage that was 
slipping from the hands of the Polish king. 

The subjection of the Balkans and much of Central Europe to Turk- 
ish domination laid a blight on these regions. There was no great 
amount of religious persectftion and Christians were generally left un- 
molested as long as they paid their taxes. On the other hand, Chris- 
tians could not participate in governmental affairs or share in the many 
privileges which resulted from service in the army unless they accepted 
Mohammedanism. In Bosnia-Herzegovina, especially, a number of the 
nobility took this way out to regain their former position of influence. 
The people themselves were often subject to harsh rule by local petty 
governors, who were given a free hand by the government at Con- 
stantinople. The Janissaries, a special Turkish military corps partly 
recruited from Christian children who were separated from their 
parents, often established local despotisms. Being an Asiatic-North 
African power as well, Turkey introduced many practices and customs 
of this area into Europe. Little effort was made to improve industrial 
or agricultural methods, while culture and education were neglected. 

The Greeks had some advantages possessed by none of the other 
nationalities. Very early the Turkish Government negotiated an 
agreement whereby the Greek Patriarch at Constantinople rep- 
resented all the Christian subjects within the Ottoman Em- 
pire. Greeks gravitated into many positions of importance. For many 
years the Sultan appointed Phanariot Greeks (who took their name 
from the district of Constantinople where they lived) to act as provin- 
cial governors, notably in Moldavia and Wallachia. Their rapacious 
collection of taxes naturally aroused intense hatred, and this resentment 
is sometimes advanced as the reason why the Greek revolt of 1821 
aroused so little enthusiasm in other Balkan lands. 
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Summary. In general, the period from the fifteenth to the seven- 
teenth century established the three powers of Sweden, Poland- 
Lithuania, and Turkey as dominant in Central-Eastern Europe. But, 
as is always true in history, these centuries also nourished the seeds of 
future change. Reference has already been made to the foundation 
of the power of Hohenzollern Prussia and Habsburg Austria, Bo- 
hemia, and Hungary. A brief word remains to be said about Ro- 
manov Russia. 

The Tsars who succeeded Ivan III, the real founder of modern Rus- 
sia, were kept busy fighting for supremacy over die landed nobility. 
They also continually challenged the authority of Poland. Ivan IV 
(1535-1584), surnamed “the Terrible” because of his ruthless policy 
against certain groups of his nobility, is especially to be remembered 
for inaugurating a western policy for Russia. Disputes over succession 
to the throne led to a period of disintegration and strife known as 
the “Time of Troubles” that lasted until the election of Michael Ro- 
manov as Tsar in 1613. At the beginning of the eighteenth century, 
one of the most remarkable rulers in world history reached the throne 
of Russia. Peter I, the Great, was bent on westernizing his country 
and undertook an aggressive policy of expansion. Russia and all of 
Europe entered upon a new era, for Peter’s reign coincided with the 
end of the reign of Louis XIV in France. Henceforth Russia was in- 
volved in the general wars of Europe, and all the territories of Central- 
Eastern Europe took on new significance in the high diplomacy of 
European chancellors. 

Political Development, the Eighteenth Century 

General pattern. The eighteenth century was an era of power poli- 
tics par excellence. Religion played a much less important role in the 
wars of this period, and only at the end of the century did the revolu- 
tionary conflicts introduce a certain ideological bias. It was the Age 
of the Philosophers and of the Enlightened Despots, whose reforms 
were not always well received by the old privileged groups. This was 
particularly true of the work of Joseph II in Austria. But even the 
most enlightened despots believed that natural law gave right to the 
stronger and acted accordingly. 

The century started with the liquidation of Sweden as a great power. 
Through the Great Northern War (I'yoo-iyzi), Peter the Great estab- 
lished Russia’s future position in the Baltic and brought the Estonians 
and many of the Latvians under his control. As he favored the Ger- 
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nan Baltic barons, the native Estonians and Letts became more than 
ver hewers of wood and drawers of water. 

Under Frederick the Great (1740-1786), Prussia rose to the rank of a 
;reat European power and a challenge to Habsburg control of Central 
iurope. Poland, beset by internal difficulties, became a disturbing fac- 
or in European politics largely because of its elective crown. Various 
ountries tried to win control of this valuable land by establishing their 
wn puppets on the Polish throne. As a result, there were German, 
Iwedish, French, and Russian candidates for what should have been a 
lurely Polish oflSce. French support of Stanislas Lesczynski in the 
Var of the Polish Succession (1733-1735) was the real start of a long 
istory of Franco-Polish friendship, a friendship resting on the basis 
f mutual antagonism to a strong German power. 

Russia, Prussia, and Austria boldly and unscrupulously carved 
p the ancient Polish-Lithuanian state in the famous three Partitions of 
'oland in 1772, 1793, and 1795. Hardly were these partitions com- 
leted when Napoleon set about redrawing the map of Europe. In 
807 he resurrected Poland by establishing a Duchy of Warsaw. 
Napoleon did not separate East Prussia from the rest of the Prussian 
:ate by giving the Poles access to the sea, but established a landlocked 
'olish duchy. No attempt was made to restore Poland as it existed 
efore the partitions. A fifth setdement of Poland was soon to follow, 
t the Congress of Vienna. The Congress Kingdom of Poland, in- 
iuded within the Russian Empire, constituted most of the old Duchy 
f Warsaw, although significant Polish minorities were left to Austria 
nd Prussia. 

In addition to these vast Polish territories in the north and west, 
.ussia under Catherine the Great (1762-1796) won from Turkey the 
lores of the Black Sea. During the French Revolutionary Wars, Rus- 
an acquisitions were rounded out by the conquest of Bessarabia in the 
luth and of Finland in the north. After 1815 Russia was to expand 
o further westward until her seizure of the Bukovina in 1940. 

What influence Austria lost in German affairs in the eighteenth cen- 
iry through the ascendancy of Prussia was compensated for by the ac- 
uisition of areas from Poland and the consolidation of Habsburg ter- 
itories to the south and east. By 1815 Turkey, while retaining the 
alkan Peninsula inclusive of Bosnia-Herzegovina, had lost all terri- 
)ries beyond the Danube except for certain rights of suzerainty over 
i^allachia and Moldavia. 

The eighteenth century, which of necessity must be extended to the 
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close of the Napoleonic Era in 1815, thus witnessed great changes in 
Central-Eastern Europe. Russia, Prussia, and Austria now stood face 
to face, having appropriated the former borderlands with their peoples. 
Turkey was already considered the sick man of Europe, and it was not 
beyond the realm of possibility that Russia and Austria might admin- 
ister the same medicine to Turkey that they had used for Poland. 

Political Development, 181^-1^18 

General pattern. After 1815 other forces appeared which tended to 
prevent the use in European Turkey of methods similar to those used 
in Poland. First of all, Turkey was not left to Russia and Austria to 
settle between themselves, because Great Britain and France as mari- 
time powers were determined to have a word to say in this area, espe- 
cially in regard to the Straits. Then, too, this region was profoundly 
affected by the awakening of democracy and nationalism that took 
place in Europe after the French Revolution. This movement not only 
stimulated the people of the Balkans to fight for their own independ- 
ence as national states, but also threatened the stability of the great 
powers and in a measure tamed their aggressive foreign policies. After 
the national revolutionary upheavals of nineteenth century Europe, in- 
corporation of new minority groups within a body politic did not seem 
so attractive as it once did. This was particularly true when the ex- 
istence of many national groups within a state made it more and more 
difficult to satisfy the growing demands of the people for more demo- 
cratic governments. 

Even if outright annexation of territory was to be impossible, the big 
powers were not willing to let the small nations alone. Now more 
than ever it became important, either through aid or by threats, to win 
a position of influence in the capitals of the small states. This was a 
game of power politics, which could be played by remote control. 
England, France, modern Germany, and Italy all played a hand, al- 
though they could claim no interests growing out of direct geographic 
propinquity, as could Russia or Austria-Hungary. Nor should it be 
forgotten that the small nations all too often called in foreign aid and 
tied themselves to the apron strings of some great foreign power in 
order to obtain some momentary advantage, very often against a 
neighboring small nationality. In 1815 and for some time after, Rus- 
sians, Austrians, and Turks generally called the tunes to which the 
peoples of Central-Eastern Europe danced. In some regions more than 
others, the people joined in the choruses, if indeed they did not choose 
the theme song. 
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Russia. In the far north, Finland as a separate grand duchy of 
Russia had unusual liberties due to its special status of autonomy. 
Only at the end of the century were these curtailed. The Poles, be- 
cause they had the courage to raise the standard of rebellion (in 1830, 
and in 1863), found that their privileges were progressively restricted. 
The policy of Russification that was pushed with renewed vigor in 
the last decades of the nineteenth century bore heavily on all the sub- 
merged nationalities of Russia. 

Austria-Hungary. In 1867 the Magyars were able to win an equal 
status with the Austrians, when the dual monarchy of Austria-Hun- 
gary was organized. But the privileges they obtained at the expense of 
the Germans of Austria, the Magyars in turn were unwilling to share 
with the Slovakians, Romanians, and Serbs under their rule. Only the 
Croats were able to maintain a precarious measure of autonomy. In 
the Austrian section of the empire, the smaller nationalities remained 
unsatisfied although they had more privileges than were possessed by 
the minority nationalities in Hungary, in Russia, or, at a later period, 
in some of the post-war states. 

Turkey. If the Turkish Empire was not entirely carved up a la 
Poland in diis period, it nevertheless was well liquidated. The process 
started when the Greeks obtained their independence in 1829. At the 
same time, Serbia, Wallachia, and Moldavia received a status of au- 
tonomy, to be followed by recognition of their independence at the 
Congress of Berlin in 1878. Montenegro, never fully subjugated by 
the Turks, was also awarded full recognition as an independent state, 
while Bulgaria had to wait until 1908. Finally, as a result of the Bal- 
kan Wars of 1912-1913, when Turkish territory was restricted to the 
very tip of the Balkan Peninsula opposite the Bosporus and the Dar- 
danelles, an independent Albania was created. 

The great powers also shared in the spoils of the Turkish Empire. 
Austria-Hungary in 1878 obtained a protectorate over the provinces of 
Bosnia-Herzegovina, which in 1908 were definitely annexed. France 
acquired Tunis in 1882; Italy obtained Libya and the Dodecanese Is- 
lands in 1912; England got Cyprus in 1878 and control over the Suez 
Canal (1875) and Egypt (1882). In addition to these territorial ac- 
quisitions, all the great powers obtained from Turkey vast economic 
concessions which, indirectly at least, jeopardized her independence. 

First World War. The First World War (1914-1918) continued the 
process of the liberation of small nationalities and the creation of na- 
tional states which was so characteristic of the nineteenth century. It 
was now time for the Habsburg, Hohenzollern, and Romanov stars to 
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set. Now, at long last, self-government was restored to a large part 
of Central-Eastern Europe. Whereas in 1815 Germans, Russians, and 
Turks dominated this region, these three now had to share power with 
an independent Finland, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Czecho- 
slovakia, Austria, Hungary, Romania, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, Albania, 
and Greece. Only Montenegro disappeared from the map, having 
been incorporated into the newly created South Slav state. 

But independence did not bring unity or harmony to Central-Eastern 
Europe. Austria was forced by the larger powers to stand alone, 
whereas in 1919 most Austrians would have preferred to unite with re- 
publican Germany. Boundaries were not always wisely drawn, and a 
whole new crop of minority problems were born. Communication 
systems built in the old era did not always serve well under the new 
dispensation. Old trading relations had to be revised and new ones 
created. Age-old territorial rivahies were not quelled, and in some 
cases imperialistic appetites were whetted. Hungary and Bulgaria had 
been forced to pay the historic price for defeat in extensive territorial 
cessions and consequently were particularly bitter. Nor were the great 
powers removed from the scene. Long historical processes and in- 
terests are not easily severed. Above all, Germany and Russia never 
renounced their interest in these neighboring areas which they had 
dominated for so many years and with which they were so closely as- 
sociated. France and England also continued to play power politics 
and made use of some of the smaller powers to further their own in- 
terests. 


Conclusion 

Basic to the study of the history of Central-Eastern Europe is a 
knowledge of how these territories came to be settled by the mosaic of 
nationalities which have remained fairly stationary there since the 
eleventh century. In the Middle Ages, many of these peoples at one 
time or another set up their independent governments, only to be 
absorbed into larger and stronger imperial states. These in turn were 
subject to liquidation and reshuffling, but the peoples remained rooted 
in their good earth, to emerge in 1918, at least for a time, as captains of 
their own destinies. 

Religion and political dominance have divided the peoples and have 
given to certain of them a more western orientation than to others. 
Yet none of them have lived apart from the general stream of Euro- 
pean and world history. This is especially true in the more modern 
period, with its expansion of trade, its better means of communication. 
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its rapid expansion of literacy, its great exchange of ideas. None of 
these peoples remained untouched by the ideals of the French Revolu- 
tion, \vhich acted as a tremendous stimulus to them throughout the 
nineteenth century. Finally coming to fruition in 1918, western liber- 
alism profoundly affected the new governments which the peoples gave 
themselves and to which they paid sincere homage for at least a brief 
period. 
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The Anachronism of Austria 

HE Austrian Empire was the creation of one family. In the course 
of its six centuries of existence, the Habsburg dynasty built up around 
the middle Danube a state which was held together largely by loyalty 
to the ruling family, a dynastic estate rather than a nation-state in the 
sense of Britain or France or Sweden. Dynastic motives and the inci- 
dents of history gathered together a territory where many races, na- 
tionalities, and languages intermingled. Only in the nineteenth cen- 
tury did it become a constitutional unit, the Austrian (and, after 1867, 
the Austro-Hungarian) monarchy. Its new form coincided with the 
rise of nationalism in Central Europe, which in many ways rendered 
the Austrian monarchy an anachronism bitterly contested by its com- 
ponent nationalities, German and Magyar, Czech and Croat, Polish and 
Italian. Throughout the nineteenth century, from the end of the Na- 
poleonic wars to the end of the First World War, the monarchy stood 
out as a conservative force against the new movements of the period 
which threatened its existence. During this whole century it showed 
a surprising continuity, for it was truly ruled by two statesmen only: by 
Prince Metternich from 1815 to 1848, by Emperor Francis Joseph from 
1848 to 1916. Both visualized their task as the preservation of the 
heritage of the past, though the methods they employed changed with 
the changing social and intellectual climate of the period. 

The strange political structure of the Habsburg monarchy fulfilled a 
unifying and civilizing mission in its early history, not without some 
success and some dignity. In the nineteenth century it lacked the surg- 
ing vitality of some of the more progressive countries like modern Ger- 
many, but its slower and quieter pace of life had a mellow and melan- 
cholic charm. Within the vast realm, with its surprising diversity of 
folkways, tongues, and creeds, of landscape and climate, a traditional 
civilization formed a uniform surface beneath which the energies of 
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rising classes and young national movements, released by the forces of 
the new age, clamored for greater scope than the old structure was able 
or willing to allow them. The lands of the monarchy formed a geo- 
graphic and economic unit. Their united forces had protected Europe 
against the Turks in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and served 
as a bulwark against Prussian and Russian expansion in the nineteenth 
century. It is possible that such a union in the twentieth century 
could have accomplished an important task for the stabilization of 
Europe by providing strategic security and economic well-being for its 
members. But the domineering egoism of the Magyars and Germans 
did not allow the transformation of the ancient monarchy into the 
modern federation of Tree and equal peoples which a great Czech pa- 
triot, Frantikk Palacky, had proposed in the middle of the nineteenth 
century. Nationalism, especially among the Magyars and Germans, 
became too fierce a force to allow the full working of that spirit of 
compromise and toleration that was noticeable after 1867 in the admin- 
istration of the Austrian or western part of the dual monarchy of 
Austria-Hungary. 

Though their nationalism was young and exuberant in the nine- 
teenth century, the peoples composing the monarchy were old. Their 
history, full of bitter conflicts with their neighbors, goes back for a 
thousand years. Their generations have grown up with all the rancor 
of the past in their hearts, always conscious of memories of defeat and 
victory, of oppression and triumph. The peoples of Central Europe 
are profoundly history-minded. The shadows of the past loom large 
over these ancient battlegrounds of races, creeds, and civilizations. 
Their present aspirations are understandable only with a knowledge of 
the past in which the Habsburg empire, now irrevocably gone, has 
played so great a role. 

The Habsburgs and Austria 

In the year 127^ Rud olf, a scion of the southwestern German noble 
house of Habsburg , was elect ed Emperor of Germany. He met suc- 
cessfully the cEallen^of Pfemysf Otakar ll,Tih6 pd^rful King of Bo- 
hemia, whose influence reached from the Baltic to the Adriatic and 
who wished to secure the crown of the Holy Roman Empire for him- 
self. Rudolf’s victory in 1278 not only confirmed his royal position but 
gave him the opportunity to establish his family along the middle Dan- 
ube in Austria, Styria, and Carmthia. Austria, which until then had 
been an eastern German outpost against Avars and Magyars, now be- 
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came the center of an agglomeration of power which finally included 
the ancient kingdoms of Bohemia and Hungary. 

These beginnings of Habsburg Austria coincided with a momentous 
shift in German development. Before 1300, Germany had looked to 
the south and west. Its conquering armies marched in that direction, 
and from there higher forms of civilization and economic wealth en- 
riched the relatively backward lands east of the Rhine. But in the 
thirteenth century, the Germans turned eastward to expand into lands 
which were culturally and economically weaker than their own. 
Though Germany’s cultural and economic strength remained in the 
west, where the fertilizing ideas of Western civilization could enter 
more easily from France and Italy, the seat of German political power 
in Germany shifted to the east. T here dynasties from western Ger- 
t nany, the-Habsburgs in .Austria, the Luxemburgs in Bohemiaj™and 
later_the Hohenzollerns in Brandenburg and Prussia, tried to secure the 
leadership of Germany and to raise their capitals into centers of in- 
jiuence.. ...The, first universities in Central .Europe were founded in 
Pmgue and Vienna, which became the early seats of the new learning 
vyhich.,b,.cgg® to cross the Alps. 

Origins of Hungary 

From the beginning, Austria had been an eastern march {OstmarJO 
of Germany, first established by C harlemagne as a defense agcl^st the 
A yat-s. ■ The Avars were one of the three nomadic peoples of the 
Ural-Altaic race group who had, in successive waves, made them, head- 
quarters in the fertile plains between the middle Danube and the Theiss 
rivers. The first wave was formed by the Huns, who overran Europe 
in the fourth and fifth centuries. The Avars followed in the eighth 
century. But only the third wave, the Magyars under the leadership 
of Arpad, the founder of their ruling dynasty, were able to establish a 
permanent government and to live a settled national existence. They 
had come to Hungary at the end of the ninth century, destroyed the 
great Moravian kingdom, and subjugated the Slav and Wallachian 
peoples who lived in the semicircle of the Carpathian mountains sur- 
rounding the Danube valley in the north. Their westward raids were 
stopped by the battle of Augsburg in 955, after which Austria re- 
established its eastern bulwark against them. Whereas Vienna was 
changed during the Babenberg dynasty (976-1246) from a frontier post 
to a flourishing center of poetry and court life, Hungary, under its two 
great rulers Geza (972-997) ^ud Stephen (997-1038), was Christianized 
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and opened to the influx of Western civilization. Stephen was 
crowned king in looi with a crown sent by the Pope, and later canon- 
ized by the Church as the patron saint of his country. Under his suc- 
cessors, the frontier regions were protected by military settlements; 
German colonists, the so-called Saxons, were invited to settle in the 
Zips in northern Slovakia and in southern Transylvania; and Croatia 
was conquered by Ladislas I (1077-1095). It joined with Hungary in 
1102 in a dynastic union. In the thirteenth century, Hungary declined 
as the power of the feudal nobility which gained control of the coun- 
try increased and as the Mongol incursions became more numerous. 

The Flowering of the Habsburgs 

At the beginning of the fourteenth century, the national dynasties 
which had founded the kingdoms of Bohemia, Hungary, and Poland 
were extinguished. Thereafter, princes often ascended the thrones 
of these countries through intermarriage. In the following centuries, 
Bohemia, Austria, Hungary, and frequently Poland were repeatedly 
ruled by kings of the same house, and several attempts were made to 
unite them permanently, with either Prague, Budapest, or Vienna as 
the common capital. The Habsburgs finally succeeded in that task, 
thanks to their felicitous policy of wise marriage and to the crown ‘of 
the Holy Roman Empire, which they possessed without interruption — 
except for the five years 1740-1745 — from 1438 until 1806. “Emperor” 
and “Habsburg” became almost synonymous. Vienna grew into a 
truly im perial city where the great routes of Central Europe crossed 
and where the cultural influences of Spain and Italy, of Germany and 
the East, freely mingled. ' 

T his cosmopolitan atmosphere mirrored the world-wide ties of the 
Habsburg family. Frederick III (1440-1493) married his son Maxi- 
milian I (i493-i5i'9) to the heiress of Burgundy and the Netherlands; 
their son in turn married the heiress of Aragon and Castile, who 
brought to the Habsl^urg family the possession of a united Spain and 
of its vast dominion's in the New World. But Maximilian did not 
overlook the oldei^/ Central European aspirations. He concluded an 
agreement with Ladislas II, a scion of the Lithuanian-Polish royal house 
of Jagiello and King of Bohemia (1471-1516) and of Hungary (1490- 
1516), by which Maximilian or his descendants would inherit the 
crowns of Bohemia and Hungary in case of the extinction of Ladislas’ 
line. Ladislas’ only son, Louis II, King of Bohemia and Hungary 
(x^i 6 -i$ 26 ), fell at the age of twenty in the disastrous battle of Mohacs 
against the Turks. Maximilian’s younger son Ferdinand I, who in- 
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herited the Austrian lands after his father’s death (1519) and followed 
his older brother as emperor (1556), married Louis’ sister Anne and 
was elected King of Bohemia and of Hungary in 1526. 

Thus began the union which was to last until 1918. “Bella gerant 
alii, tu felix Austria nube!” — a happy family policy had brought im- 
mense domains from the Pacific to the border of Turkey under Habs- 
burg sway. But the eastern borders of the vast realm were far from 
safe. As the result of their victory at Mohacs, the Turks occupied most 
of Hungary, including the capital, Ofen. For two hundred years 
thereafter the Habsburgs had .to fight the. Turks, who laid siege to 
Vienna for the first time in 1529. The defensive warfare lasted until 
16^.^ In that year the Turks appeared at the gates of Vienna for the 
second and last time. The city was valiantly defended by its garrison 
under Rudiger von Starhemberg and was relieved by German and 
Polish armies under Charles of Lorraine and Jan Sobieski. This event 
marked the turning point of Austro-Turkish relations. The Turkish 
danger to Europe had passed; the Turkish retreat began under Aus- 
taan.~and soon also under Russian pressure. In 1687 the Austrians de- 
feated the Turks in the second battle of Mohacs, and the Hungarian 
Diet in Pressburg elected the Habsburgs hereditary rulers of Hungary. 
The treaty of Karlowitz (1699) confirmed Austria’s possession of Hun- 
gary, Transylvania, Croatia, and Slavonia. Fifteen years later, the 
Austrians resumed the war and Eugene of Savoy captured Belgrade 
(1717). The long-drawn-out wars between Austria and Turkey ended 
only in 1791, a little more than a century after the last Turkish siege of 
Vienna. The Austrian frontier toward the Balkans had been stabilized 
for the nineteenth century, corresponding roughly with the boundary 
between the spheres of Roman and Greek Christendom. 

Before the Turkish menace had receded, the Habsburg monarchy 
successfully weathered the threat of religious diversity: The Thirty 
Years’ War (1618-1648), which began in Bohemia as a conflict between 
Catholic and Protestant Europe, added religious- uniformity to the 
dynastic tie as a foundation of the Habsburg realm. Ferdinand II 
(1619-1637) promoted the Counter Reformation most actively through- 
out his domain. Higher education was entrusted to the Jesuits, and the 
monumental style of the triumphant Church— the baroque — ^became 
dominant in the architecture and music of the period, impressing itself 
upon the face of Austrian cities and the rhythm of Austrian life. 

The male lin£jQl.tj^.„Habsbmgs ca^ an end with Charles VI 
(1711-1740). The, ..Qjder,,, of succession which he established,, under the 
namrSnPrigmutic ilhctionJ’J called , 
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male heirs, his oldest daughter Maria Theresa. In 1736, she married 
Francis’ of Lorraine, later grand duke of Tuscany and, as the “prince- 
consort” of the Habsburg heiress, German emperor (1745-1765). At 
the same time, the ]^agmatic Sanction declared for the first time that 
the different lands ruled by the Habsburgs were an indivisible unit. A 
common name was still lacking: Charles VI was Archduke of Austria, 
King of Bohemia, King of Hungary, and so forth, and international 
usage spoke of the “maison d’Autriche.” During the eighteenth cen- 
tury, the enlightened absolutism of the period endowed the various 
countries under Habsburg rule with centralized institutions and a mod- 
ern bureaucracy. Maria Theresa (1740-1780) and her two sons, Joseph 
II (1780-1790) and Leopold II (1790-1792), promoted the welfare 
of the people in the spirit of the age, alleviated the condition of the 
peasantry, modernized and broadened the educational system, and re- 
formed judicial procedure. Joseph II, a typical representative of the 
rational Enlightenment, granted civic rights to non-Catholics in his 
edict of tolerance (1781). His controversial innovations, aimed at a 
thorough modernization and a higher efficiency of the administration, 
provoked the resistance of the estates which represented the privileged 
classes and their traditional “liberties.” His plans for a regeneration 
of the German Empire and a stronger position for its head were 
thwarted by Prussia. 

Under the leadership of Frederick William I (1713-1740) and of his 
son Frederick II (1740-1786), Prussia had concentrated all the resources 
of the state upon building an army which surpassed all others in 
efficiency and preparedness.^ With its help Frederick II, with the aim 
of annexing the rich province of Silesia, successfully attacked Austria in 
1 740. In three wars, of which the third or Seven Years’ War (1756-^ 
170^ widened the conflict, through alliances, into a world war fought 
in Europe, America, and India, Prussia was able to retain Silesia. From 
then on, Prussia competed with Austria for the leadership of Ger man y 
in a bitter struggle lasting for more than a century. Prussia gained ad- 

^On the foundation of Prussian power, see Robert Ergang, The Fotsdam Fiihrer Frederick. 
William I, Father of Prussian Militarism (New York: Columbia University Press, 1941). The 
best recent judgment on the reign of Frederick II is in Leo Gershoy, From Despotism to Revo- 
lution (New York: Harper, 1944): “In a world moving toward the liberating play of bour- 
geois enterprise and free international exchange, Prussian purposes and ends remained, theory 
notwithstanding, outmoded and reactionary in practice . . , Frederick was enlightened but 
not liberal. The Gallic veneer of his personal surroundings was a thin gloss over a great body 
of barrack brutality.” (p. 88f) “Least enlightened was the Prussian embodiment of the man- 
dates of the age. Measured in terms of progressive social aspirations it was a dismal failure.” 
(p* 321) See also Hans Kohn, The Idea of Nationalism (New York: Macmillan, 1944), pp. 
356-369, and F. W. Foerster, Europe and the German Question (New York: Sheed Ward, 
1940). 
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ditional strength by the acquisition of Polish lands in the east and of 
the Rhineland in the west. The dismemberment of Poland, a measure 
originally suggested by Frederick II of Prussia, brought to Austria as 
her share in the first (1772) and third (1795) partitions Little Poland 
and Red Russia, the latter largely inhabited by Ukrainians (sometimes 
called Ruthenians') . After the Napoleonic wars, Austria retained only 
the part acquired in the first partition— the province of Galicia, the 
basin of the upper Vistula, and upper Dniester rivers.^ 

The Monarchy in Modern Times 

In the eighteenth century, the Pragmatic Sanction made the Habs- 
burg lands a legal unit, which Maria Theresa and Joseph II provided 
with a single and coherent administration, but only ip 1804 did this fac- 
tual unity receive an official name. In that year Francis (1792-1835), 
the last ruler of the Floly Roman Empire — which came to an end in 
1806 — assumed the title of Francis I, Emperor of Austria. Henceforth 
Austria embraced all the different lands which, through the fortunes of 
centuries, the Habsburgs had gathered around their original hereditary 
possession, the Archduchy of Austria. The Napoleonic wars brought 
many changes in the position and composition of Austria — ^for ex- 
ample, Francis, whose aunt had been the wife of Louis XVI, had to 
accept Napoleon as a son-in-law — ^but this mediocre and uninspired 
monarch was able to weather the storms of the French Revolution, 
which twice almost destroyed Austria. After the defeat of Napoleon, 
the Habsburgs lost their last outlying dependencies, the Austrian Neth- 
erlands and the possessions on the upper Rhine; but in exchange they 
were confirmed in their acquisition of the legacy of Venice, and their 
territories for the first time formed a consolidated and unbroken whole. 
Austria in 1815 not only vyas the strongest power op the Papulae, but 
exerased jirepQnderant arid .ppchallenged , influence in Germany and 
in It 3 y and, was firmly ,exitrepcJ3Led,at.tUe,gatyway to the Balkans, where 
Turkish £Ower continued .to disiptegitite. No external enemy seemed 
to threaten her existence. The frontiers of Austria as determined in 
1815 remained virtually unchanged until 1918. In that period, Aus- 
tria lost Lombardy (1859) and Venetia (1866) in Italy; but she also 
acquired the small republic of Cracow (1846) and the Turkish prov- 
inces of Bosnia and Herzegovina, which came under Austrian adminis- 
tration in 1878 and were annexed in 1908. 

^The Austrian Poles enjoyed much greater liberties and an infinitely wider scope of na- 
tional development than those in Prussia and Russia. In fact, in Austria they belonged to the 
ruling and most privileged national groups. Galicia, in spite of its very large Ukrainian popu- 
lation, was practically under a Polish administration. 
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Tn jf^Tg^ Austria’s leadmg position was generally recognized. The 
peace congress following the Napoleonic wars assembled in Austria’s 
capital, and her foreign minister. Prince Metternich, became the lead- 
ing European statesman.® Born in 1773 in the Rhineland, he became 
Austrian foreign minister at a critical hour for the empire in 1809. He 
retained the office, combined after 1821 with the chancellorship, until 
1848. He strove for the preservation of the legitimate order and for 
European solidarity and remained always an eighteenth-century aris- 
tocrat, cultured and skeptical, without understanding the new forces 
which began to undermine the traditional structure of society and to 
stir deep emotions in the peoples, aroused from their age-old lethargy 
and unquestioning acceptance of authority. Metternich dimly per- 
ceived the need for reforms, but his half-hearted suggestions broke 
down before the stone wall of Francis’ distrust of all new ideas and 
preference for petty bureaucratic measures which, with the central- 
ization of all aflEairs at the Emperor’s desk, necessarily led to inefl&ciency 
and incompetence. 

The Habsburg monarchy lived on after 1814 in the bureaucratic 
forms of the eighteenth century without the reforming spirit and the 
modernizing energy of the great monarchs of the absolutist period. In 
that respect Francis’ reign resembled that of Tsar Nicolai I of Russia. 
There was the same reluctance to appeal to the people and to make 
their support the firm foundation of the realm. Any move in that 
direction was entirely beyond the horizon of both rulers, who tried to 
concentrate all power in their own hands, and used the bureaucracy as 
a simple instrument of their will, allowing the officials no responsibility 
or initiative. Under these circumstances, the general confusion grew. 
Although the Austrian bureaucracy was on the whole more honest, 
much better educated, and even more efficient than the Russian, urgent 
measures were postponed again and again, so that finally the impression 
seemed to prevail that most problems could be solved by inaction. 
Life moved at a very slow pace, creative impulses were submerged, 
energy and innovations were distrusted. Austria, feverish with activ- 
ities and ideals under Joseph II, became sleepy and slovenly under his 
nephew. Even so, life retained much of the softness and charm which 
made Austrian absolutism, tempered by inefl&ciency, so much less 
oppressive than other reigns of that kind. 

Things grew much worse after the death of Francis I. His son and 
successor Ferdinand (1835-1848) was an idiot, incapable of understand- 


®Oii Metternich (1773-1859), see Arthur Herman, Metternich (New York: Applcton- 
Century, 1932). and Helene du Coudray, Metternich (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1936). 
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ing the affairs of government or of making any decisions. The 
principle of legitimacy put him on the throne, but a regency or, as it 
was called. State Conference, governed in his name. It consisted of 
three elderly men, Metternich himself, the Bohemian Count Kolowrat, 
and Archduke Ludwig. Kolowrat, who hated Metternich, made 
himself indispensable by balancing the Austrian budget and by his 
understanding of financial affairs, the details of which bored Metter- 
nich and were beyond his grasp. The bitter hostility between these 
two men made any constructive work by the State Conference impossi- 
ble. The third member. Archduke Ludwig, was weak and ineffectual. 
Mctternich’s remark that “Austria was administered, but not ruled,” 
was too optimistic: it was not even administered properly, for the 
administration was paralyzed by a lack of coordination and of clear 
directives from the top. 

Francis^ principl e of “ch aiiging nothirtg^’ remained supreme at the 
very time when the social structure of the empire began to change, 
when .new ideas, were penetrating from the West, and when national 
emotions for the first time began to stir the various peoples comprising 
the rnass_of the dynasty’s subjects. As a remedy, Metternich tried to 
revive the ancient Diets of the various provinces, but these Diets them- 
selves were antiquated representatives of privileged classes. Their 
revival would have marked a step backward from the admi n istrative 
reforms of Maria Theresa and Joseph II. It was idle to appeal to the 
ghost of the past to banish the spirit of the new day. 

When that day dawned in March, 1848, Metternich’s system broke 
down. The liberals demanded his head, and the dynasty, hoping to 
save itself, dropped him without hesitation. When Metternich fled to 
England on March 13 after forty years of continuous leadership, the 
greatest defect of which lay in the very fact that it was no leadership, 
the Vormdrz or pre-March period came to its end. But the general 
lethargy characteristic of the Metternich era had nowhere nurtured 
new forces strong enough to build a new structure on the ruins of the 
past. Ultimately the past, gaining fresh vigor in the revolutionary 
crisis, seemed to emerge victorious out of the welter of conflicting 
political ideas of the rising nationalities and classes. 

Hungary’s Nationalism and Constitutionalism 

Of the many nationalities which formed the Austrian Empire, only 
one had maintained its historical structure unbroken. In Hungary, 
the constitutional forces of the past had preserved their vigor. Hungry 
for almp5t, 9QQ.,y£ai:§.. had. .formed a his^^^^^^ unit, based not upon 
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language or race, but upon the symbol of the crown of St. Stephen and 
the privileges of the nobility, which recruited itself from many ethnic 
groups and used Latin as its official language. The Magyars formed 
only a minority in the Hungarian kingdom, but they were the largest 
single group and by far the wealthiest and best educated. Thus they 
attracted and assimilated the stronger and more progressive elements 
among the non-Magyar nationalities: the Slovaks, the Germans, the 
Romanians, and the southern Slavs. 

Historically the land was divided into three parts, each with its own 
DiefTHungary proper, Transylvania, and Croatia. The Hungarian 
Diet, which met at Pressburg on the western border of Hungary, only 
a short distance from Vienna, was the most important. This Diet 
drew much of its vitality ftoaU3Y£u&QUr£es. _^e was the charters of 
feudal privilege which, from the time of the Golden Bull (1222), gave 
rights to the nobility comparable to those granted in England’s Magna 
Carta.l^Tlje-adjgr was the self-government in the Hungarian counties 
or comitats, which was in no way democratic but confirmed the rule 
of the local gentry against the encroachments of a centralizing 
bureaucracy. But there the analogy with English history ends. In 
England, Parliament and local self-government became, with the 
growth of commerce and middle-class influence and under the impact 
of liberal ideas, the parents of democracy. In Hungary, they grew 
into a bulwark of the feudal reaction. The Diet consisted of a Table 
of Magnates representing the high nobility and princes of the Church, 
and a Table of Deputies elected by the county assemblies of the gentry. 
The few Hungarian cities were largely German in population and 
language; the peasants were oppressed and backward. A vigorous 
monarchy could have appealed to the middle classes, or even to the 
peasants, for support against the nobility. Joseph II had tried it pre- 
maturely; the Habsburgs of the nineteenth cehtury were incapable of 
doing it. Thus the Hungarian nobility, adopting sor^ of the outward 
forms of Western political development, could invoke middle-class 
nationalism and constitutionalism in support of their own power and 
thus win over the people for their own ends. Bisrharck did the same 
thing in Germany. 

After Francis I called the Diet in 1825, fpllgrpag seyeraLyears of in- 
activity, the nobility began to make itself the spokesman of a rising 
M^yaFTErtioEalistn; tIteraiHde9s*begii5nin^~to" penetrate from the 
West fouri 3 “"flieirhbblest advocate in Count Stephen Szechenyi, who 
called attention, after his visit to England, to the backwardness of the 
Hungarian people and the responsibility of its privileged classes. He 



AUSTRIA-HUNGARY 


41 


pleaded for social reforms and popular education to precede any 
demand for independence. He also founded the Hungarian Academy 
of Sciences and promoted the growth of industrialism and modern 
capitalism. 

But S^chenyi soon found himself in opposition to the more radical 
younger nationalists under Lajos Kossuth (1802-1894), with ^heir spirit 
of Magyar chauvinism and intolerance toward the non-Magyar popu- 
lations of Hungary. Of Slovak ancestry, KossutfLi^ecame the first 

who. ..tried, like , the 

C^maii middle class of that period, to combine Western constitu- 
tionalism with ardent and expansive nationalism.^ As a great orator 
and brilliant journalist, he won popular acclaim and broadened the 
narrow basis which so far had supported the reclamation of the 
Hungarian Diet. JJnder his leadership, an intransigeant demand for 
Hungarian independence and Magyar supremacy sprang up and grew. 
Katin was definitely replaced by Magyar as the official language in 
:^44 .' The elections to the Table of Deputies in 1847 brought a liberal 
majority which accepted a reform program of ten points proposed by 
Francis Deak, the leader of Hungarian liberalism.® This program 
abolished the worst surviving features of Hungarian feudalism, intro- 
duced modern constitutionalism, and demanded the incorporation of 
Transylvania into Hungary. The reforms, rejected by the Table of 
Magnates, formed the nucleus of the Hungarian constitution that was 
finally adopted in March, 1848, under the impact of the revolution. 

Habsburg Subjects and the Growth of Nationalism 

. The other, nationalities of the monarchy were in a less fortunate 
position tham. the. Hungarians.. German,. Italian, and Polish subjects 
felt that they had ties with larger groups outside the Habsburg empire. 
German and ltalian intellectuals outside the Habsburg ffiblltierS were 
agitated by a rising nationalism. The Italian risorgimento found an 
echo in Milan and Venice, in Trieste and Trent. The German demand 
for political unity and cultural superiority reverberated in Vienna and 
Graz, in Eger and Linz. The Poles, longing for the national existence 
which they had lost at the end of the eighteenth century, found most of 

the characterization o£ Kossuth in A. J. P. Taylor, The Habsburg Monarchy i 8 iS'igi 8 
(London: Macmillan, 1941), p. 57. Much more favorable is Oscar Jaszi in Encyclopaedia of 
the Social Sciences, VoL VIII, p. 594. 

® Arnold-Forster, Florence Mary, Francis Ded\, Hungarian Statesman: a memoir (London: 
Macmillan, 1880). Another important liberal thinker was Josef Ebtvds, whose satirical novel 
The Village Notary stressed the need for reforms of county administration and was translated 
into English (London, 1850). 
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their former territory merged into Russia and Prussia. They could 
therefore hardly expect to gain much from a disintegration of the 
Habsburg empire. But many German and Italian subjects of the 
Habsburgs, under the impact of the newly awakened national ardor, 
began to look more and more beyond the empire’s frontiers. 

The situation was different among the nationalities which had lost 
their historical continuity or had never possessed strong memories of 
national existence. These “submerged” nationalities, Czechs and 
Slovaks, Slovenes and Croats, Ukrainians and Romanians, were mostly 
peasants. Their languages had no literary standing and were spoken 
only by the uneducated masses. The middle classes spoke German, 
and the social rise of the peasants was accompanied by cultural assimi- 
lation into the dominant German civilization. Two of these sub- 
merged nationalities, the Czechs and the Croats, were, as a result of 
numbers and of past history, in a somewhat more' fortunate position 
than the others. The first half of the nineteenth century brought them 
a national awakening through the cultural rediscovery of their tradi- 
tions and the social rise of their peasantry. 

The new cultural vitality owed much to the influence of German 
romanticism and especially to Johann Gottfried Herder,® who saw one 
of the greatest manifestations of the creative spirit in the language, 
folklore, and poetry of the common people. According to Herder, 
each people, even the smallest and least known, mirrored the idea of 
humanity in its own distinctive fashion. As a result, “the happiness 
of one people cannot be forced upon any other. The roses for the 
wreath of each nation’s liberty must be picked with its own hands, and 
must grow happily out of its own wants, joys and love.” Herder felt 
that a nationality lived above all in its civilization and its language: 
each man could be truly himself only by thinking and creating in his 
own mother tongue. Under Herder’s influence, the young intellectuals 
of the submerged nationalities began to change their attitude toward 
their mother tongues. “A people, and especially a non-civilized one, 
has nothing dearer than the language of its fathers,” Herder wrote. 
“Its whole spiritual wealth of tradition, all the fullness of life, all its 
heart and soul, lives in it. To deprive such a people of its language, or 
to minimize it, means to deprive it of the only immortal possession 
transmitted from parents to children.” Under Herder’s inspiration, 
folksongs were collected, national traditions revived, national history 
was written. Herder was especially fond of the Slavs, who in his 
opinion were an ideal, peaceful people living in a primitive democracy, 

®Kohn, Hans, The Idea of Nationalism, pp. 427-451. 



AUSTRIA-HUNGARY 


43 


without a war-loving nobility, and who thus fell easy victims to 
German aggression and oppression. Herder predicted a glorious 
future for them when Europe should establish an age of law and peace. 

This cultural renaissance aroused interest in the national past. 
Herder’s conception influenced the Czech historian Palacky,’^ who 
began Yns History of Bohemia in 1836. .It was first published in Ger- 
man and only in 1848 in Czech. To him, Czech history meant not so 
much a political or military struggle between the Czechs and the 
Germans as a .conflict of rnoral ideas and national psychologies. The 
Czechs, like the Slavs in general, represented the pfimifive” ^mbcracy 
of peaceful peasants and shepherds; the Germans, bellicose and well 
organized under aristocratic leadership, tried to gain their livelihood by 
conquest and the labor of the vanquished. The Czech striving for 
liberty reached its climax in Hussitism, which Palacky interpreted as 
the seedtime of democracy, a pioneer movement in humanity’s struggle 
for freedom of conscience and the equality of men. Palacky’s writings 
were only one outstanding example in a general rediscovery of the past 
which inspired the peoples not only in their national awakening, but 
also in their struggle for the reassertion of their “historical rights,” 
claims vvhich often conflicted with altered circumstances. In a curious 
way, romantic reminiscences of the past mingled with progressive 
aspirations for a liberal future. 

These intellectual movements found a social foundation in the ris| 
of the peasants. The progressive emancipation of the Austrian 
peasants, from the beneficial reforms of Joseph II to the final abolition 
of all feudal burdens in 1849, set free new energies which benefited the 
national awakening of the submerged nationalities. Not only did the 
peasants grow wealthier and better educated: their sons migrated to the 
cities, changed their ethnical composition, became members of the 
middle class, and insisted on a literature which would meet their 
cultural and social requirements in their own language. The last years 
of Metternich’s rule therefore saw new forces arising among all the 
nationalities of the monarchy. The ideas of nationalism and liberalism, 
which the Congress of Vienna had tried to repress, gained strength 
under the deceptively calm surface of the pre-March days. When the 
vernal March winds carried seeds of the Parisian February days to 
central Europe, the “Spring of^the Peoples”— a common name for 

to the realization of old dreams and new hopes. 

^On Palacky (1798-1876), see Hans Kohn, TVo/ hy Arms Alone (Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, i94o)> PP* 65-83. 
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Habsburg Reaction 

The revolution began in March, 1848. It ended in August, 1849, 
■when the imperial armies liquidated the newly proclaimed republics in 
Hungary and Venetia. In reality there were many revolutions, conflict- 
ing in motives and interests and lacking any clear plan ^national 
revolutions for independence of the various and often antagonistic 
nationalities, liberal revolutions for constitutionalism, and peasant 
revolts for social emancipation. The dynasty overcame the grave crisis 
by making use of the conflicting aspirations of nationalities and classes. 
After some initial weakness, the court which had fled from Vienna re- 
asserted itself. Ferdinand abdicated on December 2, 1848. His 
nephew, Francis Joseph I, then eighteen years old, ascended the throne. 
Brought up in the Metternich era by his bigoted and ambitious mother, 
a Bavarian princess, and mounting the throne as the conqueror of 
the revolutionary movement of 1848, he devoted his long reign to the 
sole task of retaining the heritage of his ancestors intact. According to 
his lights, he was a model ruler, hard-working and dutiful, frugal and 
impersonal. If the empire, backed by the army, the bureaucracy, and 
the Church, could have been ruled from the desk of a conscientious 
autocrat, the ideal of Francis Joseph could have been realized. De- 
spite his narrow intelligence and lack of creative imagination, he was 
yet, in his exemplary dignity and impersonal integrity, the last monarch 
in the true sense of the word. He disliked and distrusted all new ideas 
but was ready to accept or discard them with an open mind when the 
maintenance of his heritage seemed to demand changing devices.® 

Of the nationalities in revolt in 1848, only the Magyars showed real 
strength. The situation of the Germans was difEcult. Many of them 
looked to the German National Assembly in Frankfurt and to a future 
united Greater Germany, but when the Assembly chose the kjein- 
deutsch or “little German” solution under Prussian leadership and thus 
left the Austrian Germans outside, their Austrian patriotism prevailed 
over their German nationalism. In Italy, Lombardy tried to gain her 
independence with the military help of Sardinia, while Venice rose and 
proclaimed the rebirth of her ancient republic. The Czechs of 
Bohemia, under the leadership of Palacky, rejected the invitation of the 
Frankfurt National Assembly to regard themselves as part of a resur- 
rected and modernized German Reich; and Palacky stressed the ne- 

®Tschuppik, Karl, The Reign of Emperor Francis Joseph 1848^x^16 (London: Boll, 1930); 
on Lis family life, see Egon Caesar Conte Corti, Elizabeth, Empress of Austria (New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 1936). 
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cessity of Austria’s existence as a protector of the Austrian Slavs against 
the German flood. A congress of the Austrian Slavs was called in 
Prague to balance the Frankfurt Assembly. In Hunga ry, the Diet 
transfer of the capital to historic .Budapest and tl^e creation 
of a unitary Magyar state of the lands of the crown of. St. Stephen in 
March, 1848. Though the Habsburgs were still recognized as kings, 
the Hungarian state was to be practically independent. It was to in- 
clude the non-Magyar nationalities, among them the Croats, who re- 
sisted the Magyar plans under Jellacic’s leadership and were ready in 
their own interest to defend the imperial unity against Magyar sep- 
aratism. 

More promising for the future than these disrupting and conflicting 
tendencies was the convocation of an Austrian constituent assembly 
which met first in Vienna and later at Kremsier in Moravia. Its 
emancipation of the peasantry from the last feudal burdens (Sept. 7, 
1848) was of lasting benefit, but its draft constitution of March i, 1849, 
which combined a liberal central authority with national autonomy of 
the different peoples, unfortunately never went into effect. This consti- 
tution was the work of the best progressive minds among the Germans 
and Czechs and offered a chance for the reconstruction of Austria on a 
modern and healthy basis. But on March 4 the new prime minister, 
Prince Felix Schwarzenberg, dissolved the constituent assembly. In 
the intervening months, the Austrian army had reasserted the prestige 
of the dynasty. Under General Radetzky it decisively defeated the 
Sardinian army at Custozza and Novara and restored Austrian domi- 
nation in Lombardy; under Prince Windischgratz it occupied Budapest 
and easily put down popular revolts in Prague and Vienna. But 
Magyar resistance was not ended. The Hungarian Diet, meeting at 
Debreczen in April, 1849, proclaimed a republic and elected Kossuth 
governor-president. Nicolai I of Russia, afraid of revolutionary con- 
tagion in his Polish lands, offered his help in suppressing the uprising. 
In spite of a gallant defense under General Gdrgei, the Magyars were 
defeated and surrendered in August at Vilagos. Kossuth fled abroad. 
With the capture of Venice in the same month, peace was restored 
throughout the Habsburg domain without any loss of territory. The 
brief “Spring of the Peoples” had come to a tragic end and revealed all 
the weaknesses and fatal tensions in the popular movements. 

Prince Schwarzenberg, a man of great vigor, used the victory and 
the prestige gained thereby to reaffirm the unity of the empire and 
Austria’s leadership in Germany. At Olmiitz (November, 1850), he 
forced Prussia to abandon her plans for a centralized Germany ruled 
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from Berlin. In 1851 he united all Habsburg lands through a strictly 
Unitarian and absolutist regime. After his death in 1852, Alexander 
Bach carried on the same policy, based upon the army, the bureaucracy, 
and the Catholic Church. A concordat of 1855 gave wide powers to 
the Church, especially in the field of education. But Habsburg abso- 
lutism was fatally weakened by Austria’s unfortunate foreign policy of 
abandoning the alliances on which Metternich had built her security. 
She antagonized Russia during the Crimean War. In 1859, Cavours 
ru nnin g maneuver provoked Austria into a conflict with France and 
Sardinia which cost her Lombardy. In 1866, Bismarck’s unscrupulous 
diplomacy used an alliance with Italy and the preparedness of the 
Prussian army in a war against Austria and the German Confederation 
to drive Austria out of Germany and Italy. Defeated at Koniggratz 
(July 3, 1866), Austria had to agree to the dissolution of the German 
Confederation and to leave Germany to Prussia. Though victorious 
over Italy both on land and at sea (at Custozza and in the naval battle 
near Lissa), Austria had to cede Venetia to Italy. Thus the summer of 
1866, which barred the Habsburgs from Germany and Italy, brought 
to an end. a history of many centuries and demanded a reorganization 
of the Habsburg legacy. 

Austria’s Culture 

Though political life was backward in Austria, the country had a 
right to be proud of its culture. Vienna was the great imperial capital, 
wide open to cultural influences from all sides and radiating a civilizing 
influence in all directions. It became not only the organizing and 
strategic center of the Donauraum, but knew itself to be the heart of the 
two great universal ideas of Western Christianity: the succession to the 
Roman Empire and the guardianship of the Catliolic Church. Aus- 
trian civilization thus harmonized and acclimatized many elements 
stemming from different lands and different intellectual climates, as- 
similating them with such a degree of perfection that they developed 
into something entirely new and, at the same time, unique and typi- 
cally Austrian. It was characteristic of Austria to avoid all extremes, 
to be well-tempered, to permeate her life with a broad-minded, tolerant 
ease. Its intellectual richness found expression, more in the arts and 
letters than in science or scholarship. What Vienna produced was, 
above all, a mellow art of living. 

Austria experienced its first cultural flourishing in the thirteenth 
century, when the court of Vienna was renowned for a splendor un- 
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surpassed in central Europe. Here the famous Minnesdnger, the 
knightly singers of love and beauty, found their home. Here the 
greatest of all of these singers, Walther von der Vogelweide (1170- 
1230), learned his art. His poems, to quote his English translator W. 
Allison Phillips, give us the picture not only of a great artistic genius, 
but of a strenuous, passionate, very human, and lovable character. In 
Austria the two greatest epics of German medieval literature, the 
Nibelungenlied and the Gudrunlied, received their definite poetical 
form. Next to poetry and music, architecture was a typical expression 
of the Austrian cultural climate, not only in the early period but also 
in the second stage of Austria’s flowering, the period of the baroque. 

The time of Austria’s greatest development was the great age of the 
theater and opera, of Italian and Spanish influence. Lasting monu- 
ments of the sumptuous beauty of architecture of the period are the 
Charles Church and the Palace of Schbnbrunn, built by Johann Fischer 
von Erlach; the Belvedere Palace, summer residence of Prince Eugene 
of Savoy, built by Lucas von Hildebrandt; and the Abbey of Melk, built 
by Jakob Prandtauer. In 1776 the famous Burgtheater, the imperial 
home of drama and comedy, was reorganized as Germany’s foremost 
theater, and there Joseph Haydn (1732-1809) and Wolfgang Amadeus 
Mozart (1756-1791) made Vienna the music center of the world. Salz- 
burg, where Mozart was born, vied on a smaller scale with Vienna in 
the glory of its baroque architecture and its natural setting. 

The beginning of the nineteenth century added two more titles to 
Vienna’s fame. The city became the center of German romantic 
poetry and letters of the later period, with their Catholic tendency, and 
it also grew, almost at the opposite pole of intellectual pursuits, to lead- 
ership in the medical world. Medical students from all over the world 
came to the university in Vienna, and later to the Universities of Prague 
and Graz. But the censorship of the pre-March period hindered the 
development of science and the free flow of creative art. It was 1846 
when the Academy of Science was founded, with Joseph Baron 
Hammer-Purgstall, the most famous orientalist of his time, as its first 
president. Even the reaction could not entirely stifle intellectual life. 

The greatest modern composer, Ludwig van Beethoven (lyyO'iS^y), 
spent all his creative life, from 1792 on, in Vienna. Here he conducted 
his Seventh Symphony in 1814, before the Congress of Vienna; here he 
completed in 1823 his greatest legacy, the Mtssa Solemnis and the Ninth 
Symphony. Franz Schubert (1797-1828), called by Franz Liszt the 
most poetical musician who has ever lived, wrote his famous romantic 
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Lieder in Vienna. Beethoven and Schubert conquered the world from 
Vienna; so on another level did the Viennese waltz, under its masters 
Joseph Lanner (1801-1843) and Johann Strauss, Sr. (1804-1849). The 
Burgtheater under the brilliant management of Josef Schreyvogel 
(1814-1832) and Heinrich Laube (1850-1867) became again the fore- 
most stage of the German language. Laube trained a generation of 
great actors who formed one of the glories of Vienna and found worthy 
successors. Franz Grillparzer (1791-1872) wrote powerful tragedies 
and Eduard Bauernfeld (1802-1890) created brilliant comedies for the 
stage. But nearer to the heart of the people were the writers whose 
works were produced on the more popular stage — those like Ferdinand 
Raimund (1790-1836), perhaps the deepest and most characteristic rep- 
resentative of the Austrian mind; Johann Nestroy (1801-1862); and 
Ludwig Anzengruber (1839-1889). Of great writers outside tlie stage, 
the prose author Adalbert Stifter (1805-1868) and the poets Nikolaus 
Lenau (1820-1850) and Anastasius Griin (1806-1876) deserve mention. 

The latter part of the nineteenth century brought a revival of archi- 
tecture and the arts. Monumental buildings transformed Vienna into 
a city second only to Paris. In the twentieth century, many of the new 
ideas in architecture emanated from Vienna. Modern painting found 
a home among the Sezession, a group of advanced painters who broke 
with the conventional classicism in 1897 under the leadership of Gustav 
Klimt (1862-1918). Music again was even more prominent. The 
Philharmonic Orchestra, founded in i860, and the Imperial Opera, re- 
organized in 1866 under Franz Dingelstedt as manager and Hans 
Richter as conductor, became the leading institutions of their kind. 
Johann Brahms (1833-1897) spent his later years in Vienna, conducting 
tliere for some time the concerts of the famous Gesellschaft der Musi\- 
freunde. Anton Bruckner (1830-1904) was the last great master of the 
classical symphony; his disciples Gustav Mahler (1860-1911) and Hugo 
Wolf (1860-1903) found new forms of musical expression. Again, as 
at the beginning of the century, the lighter art of the operetta gained 
international fame from Vienna in the works of such Austrian com- 
posers as Johann Strauss, Jr. (1825-1899, The Bat) and Franz Lehar 
(b. 1870, The Merry Widow). In the field of literature, Marie von 
Ebner-Eschenbach (1830-1916) and Peter K. Rosegger (1843-1918) rep- 
resented the older generation at its best, while the poets of Young 
Vienna, among them Hugo von Hofmannsthal (1874-1929) and the 
dramatist Arthur Schnitzler (1862-1931), enriched literature with a 
new depth of feeling and a new wealth of inner melody. 
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Hungary’s Culture 

Meanwhile Budapest had risen to the rank of a second capital, beauti- 
fied after 1867 with many impressive buildings and enriched by the 
intense life of Hungarian letters. The end of the eighteenth century 
brought a revival of cultural life to Hungary. Ferencz Kazinczy 
(1759-1831) rejuvenated the Magyar language by many translations 
from foreign literature and by the rediscovery of many old Magyar 
words. The brothers Kisfaludy founded modern Magyar literature; 
Sdndor wrote the first modern love lyrics; Karoly prepared the first 
original Magyar dramas under romantic influence. The Academy of 
Science, after 1830, devoted its attention to the revival and im provement- 
of the language and to the creation of a national drama. Alexander 
Petdfi (1823-1849) was as great a poet as a patriot. Of Croat descent, 
he Magyarized his original name, Petrovics, became prominent among 
the radical wing of the patriots in 1848, and fell in battle. His lyric 
talent was matched by the epic talent of Janos Arany (1817-1882), who 
edited translations of Shakespeare and wrote famous ballads of the na- 
tional past. The great novelist of the period was Maurus Jokai (1825- 
1904), a writer of stupendous fertility and luxuriant imagination 
coupled with a true sense of humor. At the end of the century, Hun- 
garian literature split into two schools : the Turanians, who stressed the 
Asiatic origin of the Magyars and emphasized an extreme nationalism, 
and the more cosmopolitan and progressive modernists, among whom 
was Endre Ady (1877-1919), a poet of genius. 

As in Hungary, cultural progress among the other peoples of the 
monarchy developed rapidly. This progress made the transformation 
of Austria into a federation of its several peoples more and more a 
necessity. 


The Ausgleich 

Experiments in the federalization of Austria which started in i860 
were frustrated by the resistance of the Magyars. Their final outcome 
was the compromise of 1867, in which the Emperor accepted the Hun- 
garian suggestions put forward by Francis Deak and supported by 
Count Julius Andrassy. This unfortunate step sacrificed the Austrian 
nationalities to the Magyars. It not only abandoned to Magyar rule all 
the lands of the crown of St. Stephen, but it made the Magyars the 
decisive element in the monarchy and gave Hungary an influence 
entirely out of proportion to its real importance. The Austrian 
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empire was succeeded by the dual monarchy of Austria-Hungary, a 
union of two independent states held together by the hereditary dy- 
nasty, a common army, and a united foreign policy. The compromise 
provided for common ministers for foreign affairs and war, for the 
necessary finances, and for yearly meetings of the delegations of the two 
parliaments, deliberating separately but, if need be, voting together on 
all common affairs. Decennial treaties were to establish a unified 
policy in monetary and tariff matters. 

Each half of the monarchy had its own parliament, consisting of two 
chambers and a cabinet responsible to it. But their structure differed 
fundamentally. Hungary had its distinct historic personality and an 
undisputed energetic leadership in the Magyar nobility. The limited 
suffrage subordinated the non-Magyar nationalities — the majority of the 
population— to the predominant Magyars. The western half of the 
dual monarchy, on the other hand, was an aggregate of historical units 
as different as Galicia and Dalmatia, or as Tyrol and Moravia. It 
lacked even a common name. The clumsy official title was “The 
Kingdoms and Lands Represented in the Imperial Council”; the un- 
official name was Austria or Cis-Leithania.** Article 19 of the funda- 
mental law of December 21, 1867, established, for the Austrian half 
of the dual monarchy, the complete equality of all ethnic groups and 
assured all of them of their inalienable right to preserve and promote 
their nationality and language. The equality of all languages was 
recognized, but the general principle was so vaguely expressed that it 
gave rise to innumerable disputes. Restricted suffrage gave the Ger- 
mans and Poles a preponderant influence in the Austrian Parliament, 
the Imperial Council. In this rather complicated set-up, the Emperor 
safeguarded what he most wanted to preserve, the unity of the dynasty, 
army, and foreign policy. In both parts of the dual monarchy he now 
ruled as a constitutional monarch through parliamentary ministries. 

Technically the monarchy was still the Austrian Empire and Francis 
Joseph was Emperor-King. But the Magyars tried more and more to 
emphasize Hungary’s' separateness and independence from Austria and 
to regard the Emperor of Austria (emperor of what was almost a 
foreign land) only as King of Hungary. Deak knew that Hungary 
was not a great state by itself and understood the need of the empire for 
Himgary’s sake. But soon the radical element gained the upper hand. 
Overconfident of Hungary’s strength and the Magyar mission, it de- 
manded a completely independent Hungary under Magyar dominance 

®Leitha is a river, a tributary o£ the Danube, separating Austria from Hungary (Trans- 
Lcithania) . 
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— a great Hungary in which Transylvania and Croatia, the latter with 
an autonomous status, had been incorporated in iWy. As long as Deak 
lived, he exercised a moderating influence, but he could not be fully 
replaced by Kalman Tisza, who formed the Liberal Party and became 
prime minister of Hungary from 1875 to 1890. Under him the policy 
of Magyarization of the minorities was applied with growing vigor. 
It was in no way a policy of exclusion, aiming at their permanent sub- 
jection or liquidation: it sought rather to assimilate and absorb them 
into the ranks of the ruling nation. Yet this attempt foundered on 
the rock of the growing nationalism of the subject nationalities and on 
the inspiration which the southern Slavs and Romanians derived after 
1878 from the existence of an independent Serbia and an independent 
Romania beyond Hungary’s borders. In spite of the growing internal 
weakness of Hungary, the Magyars emphasized more and more their 
independence of Austria. They “treated their participation in the 
empire as a favor which had to be bought at an increasingly high price; 
and yet they insisted that the Emperor must serve their purposes 
only.” For many Magyars, the compromise of 1867 was not a settle- 
ment, but only a starting point; they attacked especially the common 
army with its German language of command. 

This agitation gained added inspiration from Kossuth’s death in exile 
in 1894 and the burial of his body, with great nationalist demonstra- 
tions, in his native land. His son Ferenez became the leader of the 
Hungarian Party of Independence, while Count Istvan Tisza continued 
the more moderate policy of his father and stressed the need for a 
strong common army in view of the growing international tension. 
Only the Emperor’s threat of introducing democratic suffrage into 
Hungary broke the intransigeance of the Party of Independence. Such 
a measure would have ended Magyar dominance in Hungary and 
would have forced a social transformation of its semifeudal social 
structure. 

Such a transformation was achieved in Austria. Here the equality 
of all nationalities was recognized in principle, but, in spite of many 
efforts, no practical solution was found.“ Each nationality was pre- 
occupied with its own interests and none was ready for the spirit of 


Taylor, A. J. P., op. cit., p. 165. . , 

^^See the recent standard work edited by Karl Gottfried Hugelmann Das Nattonahtatenrecht 
des alien Osterreich (Vienna: Braumiiller, 1934). Successful solutions were found in some 
cases where historical claims did not interfere with a rational solution of present conditions 
looking toward the future, as in Moravia between Czechs and Germans and in Bukovina be- 
tween Germans, Ukrainians, and Romanians. These two provinces became islands of national 
peace in spite of complex intermingling. 
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compromise which alone could have produced a durable understand- 
ing. From 1867 to 1878 the German liberal element predominated 
and suspended the concordat. But from 1879 to 1893 a coalition of 
conservative Czechs and Poles and German clericals provided Count 
Edward Taaflfe with the opportunity of seeking a working agreement 
with the various nationalities, especially the Czechs. He himself con- 
sciously maintained the position of an imperial spokesman above the 
nationalities, impartial to all. As he said himself, he kept all nationali- 
ties equally in a state of moderate dissatisfaction and so gave to Austria 
fifteen years of relative peace, an Indian summer before the winter 
storms of nationalistic excitement broke. Meanwhile more radical 
elements came to the fore, especially in the German camp. 

Pan-Germanism 

Dissatisfied with the Slav and clerical majority behind Taaffe, a 
famous German program was drafted at Linz in 1880 by Heinrich 
Friedjung, later the foremost Austrian historian of his generation, 
Georg Schonerer, later the founder of the Pan-German Party, and 
Victor Adler, who was later to be the leader of the Austrian Social 
Democrats. It became the starting point for a radical German policy. 
This program demanded a centralized Austria, without Galicia and 
Dalmatia, under German leadership and linked with Germany by a 
perpetual alliance and customs union. By creating a German-led 
Mittel-Europa, the program was designed to bring about a gross- 
deutsch solution of German unity and at the same time to maintain 
Bismarck’s achievements. “The two empires of the German nation 
are to be united as a firm bulwark of European peace.” The program 
was adopted by the German Nationalist Party under Schonerer, a rabid 
anti-Semite. An article added to the program in 1885 demanded abso- 
lute eradication of the Jewish influence in all fields of public life. 
Schdnerer’s anti-Semitism found an enthusiastic following, especially 
among academic youth. 

At the same time, Austrian Pan-Germanism assumed a violent anti- 
Habsburg and anti-Catholic attitude. It openly favored the destruction 
of the Habsburg empire and glorified Bismarck and the Hohenzollerns. 
Prussia’s victories had been Protestant successes over Catholic lands, 
and the Catholic Church formed the main support of the Habsburg dy- 
nasty. Schonerer therefore propagated the Los von Rom movement, 
an appeal to leave the Roman Church. He had great success in the 
universities and in Bohemia and Styria, where the national struggle be- 
tween Germans and Slavs was keenest. Schonerer, who first rcpre- 
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sented his native Lower Austrian district in parliament, later repre- 
sented Eger in Bohemia. A Bohemian constituency also elected a 
second Pan-German leader, Karl Hermann Wolf, who soon became 
Schdnerer’s rival. This Austrian Pan-Germanism, with its hatred of 
Habsburgs, Slavs, and Jews, deeply influenced Hitler in his youth. 

While the Pan-Germans appealed to racial chauvinism and found 
their following among the intellectuals and in national frontier dis- 
tricts, the Christian Social movement under Dr. Karl Lueger organized 
the lower middle classes, especially in Vienna, by arousing their 
hatred of both the capitalist bourgeoisie and the Socialist proletariat. 
Hitler’s demagogic methods were indebted to the example of Lueger, 
whose party shared Schdnerer’s anti-Semitism but was deeply loyal to 
the Habsburgs and faithfully Roman Catholic. The Pan-Germans and 
the Christian Socials soon outnumbered the liberals in the German 
ranks. They shared their hold over the masses with the Social Demo- 
crat Party, founded in 1889 by Victor Adler, a political leader of rare 
integrity and deep humanitarianism. It could make its weight felt, 
however, only after the introduction of universal suffrage, when the 
first elections returned the Social Democrats, witli 89 members,^^ as 
the strongest party in parliament. 

Monarchy’s Nationalities Versus the Monarchy 

A similar radicalization and differentiation of political life occurred 
in the other nationalities, among whom the Czechs showed the greatest 
social progress and the most intensive cultural life. The Czech-Ger- 
man struggle in Bohemia became the main problem of the monarchy.^® 
The conservative Old Czechs under the leadership of Palacky’s son- 
in-law, F. L. Rieger, ceded their leadership to the more radical Young 
Czechs under Dr. Karel Kramaf. The Young Czechs, in their turn, 
were soon superseded by the mass appeal of the People’s Socialist Party, 
a non-Marxist, extremely nationalist group. The greatest statesman of 
latter-day Austria, the Czech philosopher Thomas G. Masaryk, had a 
following of only a few intellectuals among his own people. Born at 
the Czecho-Slovak border, he tried to build a bridge from the progres- 

^ Of these 89 members, 52 were Germans, 24 Czechs, 6 Poles, 5 Italians, and 2 Ukrainians. 
The Czech Social Democrats in 1911 separated from the United Social Democratic Party. The 
“internationalism” of the party was faced in Austria, as it was in Russia, with the problem^ of 
nationalism. From the Socialist side, sqlutions were proposed in Karl Renner, Das Selbsthestim- 
mungsrecht der TNationen in besonderer Anwendung auf Osten'eich (Vienna: Deuticke, 1918), 
and Otto Bauer, Die Nationalithtenfrage und die Sozialdemokratie, 2nd ed. (Vienna: Wiener 
Volksbuchhandlung, 1924). 

“ Best brief discussion and history are found in Elizabeth Wiskemann, Czechs and Germans 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 193S), pp. 1-86. 
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sive Czechs, who made full use of the opportunities of free development 
in Austria, to the backward Slovaks to whom, under Magyar domina- 
tion, no such opportunities were given. 

While in Hungary all non-Magyar nationalities were equally held 
down by Magyar supremacy, in Austria the nationalities found their 
adversary not solely and even not mainly in the Germans. The 
Ukrainians in eastern Galicia looked vainly to Vienna for protection 
against oppression by the Poles; the Slovenes found themselves less 
threatened by German encroachments in the north than by the strong 
Italian nationalism along the Adriatic coast. The Italians, in their 
irredenta (their “unredeemed” position outside the Italian kingdom), 
wished not only separation from Austria, but a dominant position based 
on supposed cultural superiority and historical rights all along the 
Adriatic coast. These Italian claims threatened not only the Slovenes 
but also the Croats. The latter had found it futile to appeal to Vienna 
for protection against the Magyars. Finally, overcoming a deep an- 
tagonism rooted in religious, cultural, and historical differences despite 
an identity of language and race, Croat and Serb leaders united on a 
program of Southern Slav unity and freedom which would include the 
lands from the Adriatic coast to the Romanian border. The program 
was drafted in October, 1905, at Fiume, a city that was to become the 
center and symbol of Italian-Croat conflict. 

With these growing nationalist tensions, the conciliatory work of 
Taaffe soon ran into insurmountable difficulties and finally was 
wrecked by the cooperation of German and Czech extremists. 
Taaffe’s successor, Casimar Badeni, a Polish aristocrat, published 
language ordinances for Bohemia on April 5, 1897, which aroused 
violent objections from the Germans. The latter, through widespread 
street demonstrations and noisy obstruction in the parliament, not only 
overthrew Badeni on November 28, 1897, but destroyed the parliamen- 
tary regime in Austria for which the German liberals had fought half 
a century before. The monarchy, which had tried after 1879 to win the 
Slavs to an active interest in and support of Austria’s strength, now had 
to abandon its efforts. Thereafter it tried to preserve, as well as it 
could, the shaken and internally torn structure by a mere policy of 
“muddling through.” It was a policy of imperial administration, not 
of constructive reform or strong rule. 

The Austrian cabinets of the twentieth century no longer were pre- 
sided over by members of the conservative high nobility, but by civil 
servants from the ranks of the leading bureaucracy. Two of them 
were men of great ability and liberal intentions, Ernest von Koerber and 
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Vladimir Beck. But their efforts were frustrated by the unwillingness 
of the nationalities to compromise. Even the introduction of universal 
equal and direct suffrage on January 26, 1907, did not advance the 
parliamentary cause. Nationalistic grievances and pretensions, in- 
flamed by appeals to history, were too deep-rooted to allow the normal 
functioning of economic and social forces and motivations. The par- 
liaments elected by democratic suffrage were as incapable of construc- 
tive work as their predecessors. The government was forced to rule 
by expedients, using the famous paragraph 14 of die constitution which 
allowed emergency decrees to assume the force of law. National pas- 
sions and the unyielding opposition of the three privileged nationali- 
ties, Magyars, Germans, and Poles, blocked a rational solution of the 
main problem of nineteenth century Austria: how to get neighboring 
and intermingling nationalities to live together in a spirit of growing 
liberty and tolerance. 

Monarchy’s Search for International Solutions 

The domestic deadlock turned the attention of the monarchy again 
to the foreign field for a possibility of asserting Austria’s vitality. The 
Habsburgs did not at first accept their exclusion from German affairs 
in 1866 as final. After Prussia’s victory, Francis Joseph appointed the 
Saxon prime minister Friedrich Ferdinand von Beust, well known as 
an enemy of Prussian leadership in Germany, as Austrian foreign 
minister. In Austria he carried on that anti-Prussian policy until the 
events of 1871 made it impossible. Then he was succeeded by Count 
Julius Andrassy, a member of the high Magyar nobility.^^ The 
monarchy now definitely accepted its exclusion from Germany and 
Italy and sought a field of foreign activity, as in the eighteenth century, 
in the legacy of the disintegrating Ottoman Empire. The Congress of 
Berlin in 1878 gave Austria-Hungary the mandate to occupy, pacify, 
and administer the Turkish provinces of Bosnia and Herzegovina with 
their southern Slav population. As the two provinces were incorpo- 
rated neither in Austria nor in Hungary, the monarchy now found 
a common administrative task. It also received the right to military 
occupation of the Turkish province of Novibazar, which formed a 
wedge of Turkish territory between Serbia and Montenegro and the 
direct route from Bosnia to Salonica on the Aegean Sea, to which 
Austrian expansionist tendencies pointed. 


Count Gyula (Julius) Andrissy (1823-1890), see Gyula Andrassy, Bismarck., Andrassy 
and their successors (Boston: Houghton Miflain, 1927), and David Harris, A Diplomatic His- 
tory of the Balkan Crisis of 1875-1878 (London: Oxford University Press, 1936). 
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Austria’s Balkan position was strengthened by the conclusion of her 
alliance widi Germany on October 7, 1879. This dual alliance — which 
in 1882 was expanded into a triple alliance by Italy’s accession ^re- 
constituted the link which had been broken in 1866. Germany, under 
Prussia’s leadership, and Austria-Hungary now formed a strong bloc 
dominating Mittel-Europa, the strategic center of the continent. Count 
Andrassy sought the cooperation of the Germans, the Magyars, and the 
Turks, whom he regarded as races historically ruling the Slavs of the 
Danubian basin and the Balkans. This policy was not originally in- 
tended to be directed against Russia. The triple alliance wished “to 
fortify the monarchical principle and thereby to assure the unimpaired 
maintenance of the social and polidcal order in their respective states.” 
Close cooperation with monarcliical Russia was Bismarck’s and Francis 
Joseph’s ardent desire. The twenty years of conservative and pro-Slav 
cabinets in Austria at the end of the nineteenth century valued peaceful 
stability too much to risk any adventurous competition with Russia. 
The Germans and the Magyars in the monarchy were definitely op- 
posed to any acquisition of territory which would increase the Slav 
element within the monarchy. 

In die twentiedi century, this situation changed. William II aban- 
doned Bismarck’s moderation and embarked upon a policy of un- 
limited aspirations which aroused deep fears in Russia and the West. 
Germany, growing in industrial power and prosperity and confident of 
possessing the best-prepared armed forces, the most efficient organiza- 
tion, and the highest national morality, rattled the saber. By con- 
trolling southeastern Europe and the Middle East, Germany expected 
to create a sufficient economic and strategic basis for world hegemony. 
She needed Austria’s cooperation and strength to that end. The 
hopeless internal situation made Austria more inclined to adopt an 
active foreign policy. Count Alois Aehrenthal, Austrian ambassador 
to St. Petersburg (1899-1906), tried to carry out an active Balkan 
policy witliout endangering relations with Russia when he be- 
came foreign minister in October, 1906. The Turkish revolution of 
1908 gave him the opportunity to annex Bosnia and Herzegovina 
ag ains t the opposition of the Serbs, who had hoped to incorporate the 
two provinces into their kingdom. At the same time Russia, after her 
defeat in the Far East in the war against Japan and after being 
weakened by the revolutionary turmoil of 1905, turned her attention 
to the Balkans and tried to regain prestige there by a reassertion of her 

^Pribram, Alfred Francis, The Secret Treaties of Austria-Hungary 1879-1914 (Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 1920), Vol. I, p. 65. 
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traditional policy of gaining Constantinople and protecting dae Balkan 
Slavs. Thus Austrian policy, backed by Germany, soon clashed in- 
evitably with Russia in the Balkans. 

Throughout the crisis of 1908, Aehrenthal and his imperial master 
strove conscientiously to maintain peace. The chief of the general 
staff, Conrad von Hdtzendorf, pleaded in vain for a preventive war, 
either against Serbia or against Italy. He believed that every passing 
year rendered the position of the monarchy more difficult and that 
postponement of the inevitable conflict diminished the prospects of a 
victory which alone would arrest the process of disintegration and 
thereby assure survival. But it was only under Aehrenthal’s successor. 
Count Leopold von Berchtold (foreign minister 1912-1915), that these 
counsels began to prevail. The Balkan wars of 1912-1913, which ended 
in the vast territorial expansion of Serbia and completely changed the 
balance of power in the Near East to Germany’s disadvantage, accel- 
erated the decline of Austria-Hungary’s prestige in the Balkans and 
intensified Serbia’s agitation for the dismemberment of the monarchy 
and the inclusion of its Southern Slavs in a Greater Serbia. 

The assassination of Francis Ferdinand,^® heir to the Habsburg 
throne, by Serb nationalists at the Bosnian capital of Sarajevo on June 
28, 1914, seemed to present Count Berchtold with the opportunity of 
settling the Serbian problem once and for all. Supported by Germany, 
Austria decided to force the issue,^^ even at the risk of a European war. 
Francis Joseph reluctantly agreed. When his ministers unleashed 
the war, the Habsburg heritage which he had faithfully guarded was 
at stake. He was not to witness its liquidation. Francis Joseph died 
on November 21, 1916, and his passing marked the end not only of an 
empire but of an epoch in central European history which had its roots 
deep in the past and of which he was the last representative survivor. 
His successor. Emperor Charles, tried to avert inescapable doom by con- 


“The Emperor’s only son, Rudolf, died by suicide on January 30, 1889, at the age of^Si- 
He was a liberal, bitterly opposed to clericalism, anti-Semitisn}, and Pan-G^ma^m. He 
regarded the (Bismarckian) German Empire only as a territory held together by Prussian 
bayonets and saw the possibility of a real union of all Germ^ only m a German republic 
(Oskar Mitis in Neue Osterreichische Biographic, Vol. II (Vienna: Amalto Verlag, 1935). 
p. 21 .) His suicide at Mayerling may have been caused by his despair over *e poliucal trends 
in Austria and his exclusion from participation in government affairs. Francis Ferdinand, 
who intended to ascend the throne as Francis H, had a personality much more akm to that of 
his uncle, Francis Joseph, than did the Emperor’s own son. Francis Ferdinand was the oldest 
son of the Emperor’s brother Charles Loui (d. 1896). After Francis Ferdinands assassma- 
tion, Charles Francis Joseph, the son of his brother Otto, became heir to the throne and m 1916 

^™^On the outbreak of the war in 1914 and the immediate responsibiliues for it, SM Be^ 
dotte E. Schmitt, "July 1914: Thirty Years After,” The Journal of Modem History, Vol. XVI 
(September, 1944), PP* 169-^04. 
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eluding peace and transforming the monarchy into a federation of 
free and equal peoples. He failed in both efforts. The manifesto of 
October 16, 1918^ announced the decision of a federated Austria. 
Even then^ three 'weeks before its complete collapse, the Magyars in- 
sisted on Hungary’s inviolability, protested any concession to the other 
nationalities, and clung to their dominant position. It was, in any 
case, too late. History was taking its course; the surging forces of new 
classes and awakened nationalities which the Habsburgs did not under- 
stand and could not master engulfed die venerable crumbling structure. 
In the fall of 1918, it came to an end.^^ The last Habsburg emperor 
died in 1923 in exile. The nationalities carried on their ancient 
struggles in new forms on the ruins of the empire. The quest con- 
tinued for a rational solution of their main problem, the collaboration 
of neighboring and intermingling nationalities in a spirit of growing 
liberty and tolerance. 
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Chapter III 


CZECHOSLOVAKIA (UP TO 1918) 


Who Are the Slavs? 

ERY early in the history of Europe — around the sixth century — a 
sturdy Slav race came from the East and settled in the plain sheltered 
by the system of mountains between Germany and Czechoslovakia — 
one of the few natural frontiers of Europe. This branch of the Slavs 
was the foundation of what eventually became Czechoslovakia. 

The Slavs are divided geographically and linguistically into three 
main groups: Eastern, Northwestern, and Southern. The Russians 
form the Eastern group, together with the Ruthenians, who constitute 
a wedge between the Poles and the Magyars. The Northwestern 
group includes the Poles, the Wends of Lusatia, and the Czechs; con- 
necting the Ruthenians, Poles, and Moravians, but most closely akin to 
the latter, are the Slovaks. 

The Southern Slavs — Slovenes, Serbo-Croats, and Bulgarians — are 
cut off from the main body by the Germans of Austria proper and the 
Magyars, both of whom occupy soil that was once Slavonic and have 
absorbed much Slavonic blood, and by the Romanians of Transylvania 
and the lower Danube. 

The original home of the Slavs and the region from which their mi- 
grations began was the basin of the Dnieper and the area extending to 
the Carpathians and the Vistula. From these regions they spread to the 
west and southwest. At the present time, some eleven to fourteen 
languages, not including the extinct ones, can be reckoned as distinct 
Slavic tongues. It is often impossible to draw a definite line between 
one Slavonic people or language and another. The Great Russians, 
Poles, Czechs, and Bulgarians are universally admitted to be distinctive 
Slavonic peoples with distinct languages. The Little Russians and the 
White Russians tried at one time to develop into separate nationalities. 
This is also true of the Ruthenians in Czechoslovakia and of the Slo- 
vaks. The Moravians must be included in the Czech nation, because 
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tiiey themselves hold to this and there is no philological, political, or 
ethnographic reason to the contrary. The Slovaks of Moravia also 
consider themselves of Czech nationality. But it is difficult to dra-w 
a line betw'een the Bulgarians and the Serbians in Macedonia. In racial 
and linguistic terms, the Croats and Serbs can be regarded as one na- 
tion; the same applies to the Czechs and Slovaks. 

From a philological vievi^point, when the Slavs settled in the localities 
which they now occupy, they were a mass of tribes of closely allied 
tongues with slightly tribal differences. Later historical developments, 
the appearance of Slavic kingdoms, the growth of literary languages, 
and various civilizing influences resulted in the drawing of sharper 
distinctions in certain places and development of separate nationalities 
in different localities. 

“Czech” refers to the principal people or language found in Bohemia 
and Moravia.^ “Slovak” is the name given to the easternmost division 
of the Czech-speaking people. Protestant leaders and philologists have 
claimed that Slovak is merely Old Czech and have urged the use of 
Czech as the sole written language. The connection between the Slo- 
vak Protestants (one-fourth of the population) and the Moravian and 
Bohemian Brethren was close. On the other hand, Catholic writers 
have urged the literary development of various dialects spoken by the 
Slovaks. 


The Origins of the Czech Nation 

When the Czech tribes appeared on the stage of history in about the 
sixth century, their life was still semi-barharic. Both Western and 
Byzantine historians have made this observation. By embracing 
Christianity in the ninth century, they escaped the fate of the Slavs 
then living along the Baltic Sea and the Elbe River. 

The ninth century, which began with the coronation of Charlemagne 
as Roman Emperor, was characterized by the birth of the Great Mora- 
vian Empire (Moravia and Slovakia, 830-903) in the Czechoslovak terri- 
tories in central Europe. Christianity was introduced in these coun- 
tries in 863. 

A Bohemian prince of the period was aware of the benefits of the 
Christianity preached by Western (German) priests. But there was 
the question of the Czech tongue, which had developed even up to the 
fouri and fifth centuries alongside of the Baltic tongues. Prince 

^ Seton-Watson, R. W., A History of the Czechs and Slovaks (Loadon: Hutchinson & Co., 
1943) is the best available introduction to the history o£ Czechoslovakia in English. Paul 
Sclver, Czechoslovak Literature (London: George Allen & Unwin, 194?-) is the best short intro- 
duction to the roots of Czechoslovak literary developments. 
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Rastislav appealed to Pope Nicholas I for apostles who knew the Sla- 
vonic language, but he turned down the request. Then Rastislav ap- 
pealed to the Byzantine Emperor, Michael III, asking again for 
Christian teachers to instruct his people in their own tongue. Michael 
sent two brothers, known as Constantine (or Cyril) and Methodius. 
They were Greeks, not Slavs, who had learned the language of the 
Bulgarian people while mixing with them at Salonica (the “Thessa- 
lonica” of St. Paul). They translated parts of the Bible, for which pur- 
pose Constantine devised “Slavonic scripts” based on the Greek char- 
acters. They thus brought to the Moravians a liturgy in their own 
tongue as well as several books of the Bible. The Slav alphabet (the 
“glagolice” of Constantine), devised on the model of the Greek alpha- 
bet, and the Slav liturgy spread by St. Cyril and St. Methodius are, so 
to speak, the two columns upon which rests the civilization of all the 
Slav nations of the east and south. During the life of Methodius, the 
Slavonic liturgy penetrated into Bohemia, Poland, and Croatia, but all 
these countries finally accepted die Latin Church, and so were perma- 
nently cut off from the Orthodox Serbians, Bulgarians, and Russians. 

In the following years, in the conflict between the Byzantine ecclesi- 
astic tendency represented by St. Methodius and the German priests of 
the Latin rites, the Western forces triumphed. The disciples of Metho- 
dius, quitting Moravia, led missions to other Slav nations. The Czech- 
oslovak tribes, already strongly attracted by the Western form of cul- 
ture, were drawn definitely into its orbit. 

The Separation of the Slovaks from the Czechs 

The beginning of the tenth century saw the invasion of die Danu- 
bian countries by the Magyars. The Slav tribes of the west were cut 
off from those of the south (Yugoslavs and Bulgarians), and the Slo- 
vak branch was politically detached from the Czech branch. The 
Slovaks were driven northward into the confines of the Carpathians. 
In spite of heroic resistance, they were conquered and confined within 
the limits of present-day Slovakia, where for nearly a thousand years 
they were reduced to the status of an unwilling province of the King- 
dom of Hungary. This enforced segregation of the Slovaks has had an 
important bearing upon their development and their relations with 
the Czechs. Cut off from intercourse with the other Slav peoples, 
their only defense against Magyar influences lay in their self-reliance. 
In religion they remained mainly Catholic, isolated alike from the 
Hussite Reformation which so profoundly stirred the Czechs (although 
the Hus influence was also felt among the Slovak Protestants) and 
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from the Orthodoxy of the eastern Slavs. Similarly, the difficulty of 
intercourse with the Czechs has produced a divergence in what was 
originally a common language. The Slovak and Czech forms of the 
language differ in certain minor points to the present day, like two 
dialects of the same tongue spoken locally. 

The Nucleus of National Consciousness 

By joining the society of the Western nations, the Czech nation lived 
in a manner similar to theirs until the fourteenth century. The settle- 
ments scattered among forest swamps became villages, the nobles built 
themselves castles. Finally the kings, the nobles, and the Church, in 
the thirteenth century, founded a number of towns which they peopled 
almost exclusively with German colonists. 

Before the fourteenth century, Czech history was merely a story of 
princes and kings; a story which includes many wars, a series of palace 
intrigues that were not without bloodshed, and attempts to form a 
great Czech state, at one time in the direction of Poland and again 
across the Danube as far as the Adriatic Sea. 

In their mode of life, the Czechs linked themselves with the state and 
church institutions prevailing in Western Christian countries at that 
time. “This adoption of Western culture was even more advantageous 
to the Czech nation than the initial Byzantine influences of the apostles 
Cyril and Methodius, who introduced Christianity.” ^ The early liter- 
ature of the country reveals its international origin in its extant frag- 
ments — Latin, German, or French. 

According to an ancient tradition, the first Czech prince, Pfemysl, 
was called to the throne from the plough. Under the patriarchal rule 
of the Pfemyslides, the nation made considerable progress. In its basin- 
like territory, surrounded and protected by mountains, the country 
maintained both its language and its prosperity, although it encoun- 
tered some dangers because of the policies of the dynasty. 

The Pfemysl dynasty ended abruptly with the murder of Wenceslas 
III in 1305 by unknown assassins. We need to note the influence of 
one of the Pfemyslides— “The good King Wenceslas” of the English 
Christmas carol— before turning to the next stage of Czech history.® 
Wenceslas I (928-935) lived during the period when the ideal of the 
Holy Roman Empire inspired a host of adventurous Counts of the 
Marches and other bearers of German culture to attempt inroads into 

“Herben, Jan, John Huss and his Followers (London: Geoffrey Bles, 1926), p. 16. 

® The words of the familiar Christmas carol about the “Good King Wenceslas” were written 
by Neale in recent times to a thirteenth-century melody. The correct version of this saintly 
prince’s name is Vaclav (pronounced Vatslav). 
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territory inhabited by Slavonic tribes. The theory was that, as each 
Slavonic tribe, principality, or kingdom adopted Christianity, it should 
come under German domination and be held in trust for Mother 
Church by German princes. 

Wenceslas, who was never a king, by the way, but a prince, and who 
certainly was not the bent, bearded figure of so many of our Christmas 
illustrations, being quite young when he was murdered, adopted the 
only course open to him. He bought ofi the German emperor by 
pro mis ing to pay a yearly tribute of cattle. In return, the emperor 
presented Wenceslas with a precious relic — a bone from the arm of St. 
Vitus, which Wenceslas housed in a rich shrine. 

This policy of appeasement did not please Wenceslas’ hot-headed 
brother Boleslav, who also strongly disapproved of his brother’s Chris- 
tian principles. So, early one morning, as Wenceslas approached the 
chapel of Stara Boleslav to celebrate Mass, Boleslav leaped out on him 
and stabbed him in the back as he clung to the iron knocker on the 
door for sanctuary. After his murder, the Church of Rome canonized 
Wenceslas as a saint, and the day is still kept sacred to the memory of 
St. Wenceslas by the Czechs. 

“Only after the extinction of the Pfemyslid dynasty in 1305 did a 
Czech nation finally emerge, that is, a nation with a full consciousness 
of its Czech and Slavonic nationality and a typical national character.” ^ 

The best evidence of this national consciousness is provided by the 
chronicles of Cosmas and Dalimil. Of the two, the first, written in 
Latin, is of greater value. Although it is not always accurate and is 
inclined to feature myths, especially with regard to the early period, it 
gives a valuable description of the social and political conditions of 
Cosmas’ own times (up to 1125). Dalimil’s work ends in 1310 and is 
rhymed ; it is the first historical work written in Czech. Largely based 
on the work of Cosmas (a dean of Prague), it is written in a nation- 
alistic spirit. (“Rather would I marry a Czech peasant girl than I 
would take a German queen as my wife . . . .”) 

It is certain, at any rate, that toward the end of the Pfemyslid era 
the Czech language was already being adopted by scholars, that it 
moved from the villages, towns, and castles into books, and that it even 
began to replace both Latin and German. 

Czech nationalism appears to have developed earlier than the na- 
tionalism of the Poles and Magyars. This was due to the continuous 
series of conflicts between the Czechs and the Germans. The Pfe- 
myslides, closely bound up with the German princes through their 


^Hcrbcn, op, dt,, pp. 16-17. 
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court, brought German colonists, such as skilled artisans and miners, 
into the country. They filled the Bishop’s see in Prague with German 
prelates, handed over the monasteries to German monks, and used 
German clerks in their ofiEces. The Czechs hated these Germans as a 
protected and privileged class. 

The tension continued under the Luxemburg dynasty (1310-1347). 
The Czechs, after some confusion, elected the fourteen-year-old John of 
Luxemburg, the son of the German Emperor of that time, to be their 
ruler. John was an extravagant, adventurous knight who did not like 
his country and even offered it to Bavaria in exchange for the Palati- 
nate. But he is important as an international figure. Expeditions 
to Hungary, Italy, and France and against the heathen Lithuanians all 
helped John to pass his time pleasurably and unprofitably. It then 
became a proverb that “nothing can be done without the help of God 
and of the king of Bohemia.” 

John, who proved an expensive luxury to Bohemia, reigned for 36 
years. His nation must have been thankful when he was knocked on 
the head at Crecy — a story which is always told with pride in Czech 
history textbooks. King John had already lost the sight of one eye 
during a crusade against the Lithuanians and soon became totally blind, 
but this did not diminish his warlike ardor. In 1346 he hurried to the 
aid of the King of France against the English King Edward III and fell 
fighting on the field of Crecy, possibly making his oft-quoted statement 
when told to run for his life, as the battle was lost: “It has never hap- 
pened that a Czech King should flee from a battle.” Edward is said 
to have exclaimed, on hearing of his death, “The crown of chivalry has 
fallen to-day; never was anyone equal to this king of Bohemia.” He 
also bequeathed the appropriate motto “Ich dien!” to the Black Prince. 

Indeed, John had served every interest but his own. His son Charles, 
who was elected Emperor as the fourth of that name and the first as 
king of Bohemia, took the tangled coils of central European affairs 
into his own firm hands. Prague was the center of his activities. 

Great were the number of enterprises by which Charles successfully 
improved the lands of the Bohemian crown and earned the title of “The 
Father of his Country.” He enhanced the material wealth of the na- 
tion and enriched its moral and intellectual life by introducing a strict 
administration of justice and compelling respect for the law. Through 
his efforts, Prague became the junction for all the traflSc of Central 
Europe. The southern Slavs gave it the name of “Zlata Praha” 
(Golden Prague). Of greatest importance to the nationalistic and in- 
tellectual development of Bohemia was his founding of the Charles 
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University in Prague in 1348, which soon became worthy, by its sur- 
prising growth, of its older sisters of Bologna, Paris, and Oxford. (It 
is important to note the date, for, with the absorption of the remnants 
of Bohemia-Moravia by Germany in 1939, the German Protector pro- 
claimed this university a German Institution on the theory that it was 
founded by Charles IV in his capacity as Holy Roman Emperor, 
although the university was chartered in 1348 and Charles did not 
become Holy Roman Emperor until seven years later, in 1355.) 

John Hus 

The greatest glory was bestowed upon the university by Magister 
John Hus, both as Rector and as a popular preacher at the Bethlehem 
Chapel, where the sermons were preached in Czech, although the Ger- 
man language was predominant both in public offices and in the 
churches and schools throughout the country. The efforts made by 
Hus for a reform of religious life resulted in the Czech Reformation. 

Hus lived in a period characterized by the moral corruption of tlie 
Roman Catholic Church. The Emperor Charles, by his generous sup- 
port of the Church and the clergy, had considerably increased its 
wealth and splendor. Hus castigated Church abuses in a general way 
at first, but was considered a heretic when he attacked the immoral 
life of the priests. Following his lengthy theological doubts and dis- 
putes, he sought information from the English heretic Wycliffe. 

A sturdy peasant from southern Bohemia, Hus studied in Prague at 
the intermediate schools and at the university. In 1396, he became 
Master of Arts and began to lecture at the university. Entering the 
Church in 1400, it was his desire to become a Doctor of Theology. In 
1402 he was elected not only Rector (President) but also preacher in 
the Bethlehem Chapel of Prague. The Bethlehem Chapel was built 
in 1391 by a Prague merchant and a country squire with the stipulation 
that the word of God be preached there exclusively in Czech. This re- 
quirement reveals to some extent the nationalistic feeling in Prague at 
that time. The majority of the parishes were either in the hands of 
German priests or those of Czech nationality who were bitterly hostile 
to the moral principles urged by Hus. The Bethlehem Chapel be- 
came a stronghold of the Church reform party. At the university, Hus 
taught the young Czech intelligentsia; in the Bethlehem Chapel, he 
spoke to burghers and nobles, to artisans and laborers, in rich, pictur- 
esque, and vivacious Czech. 

The conflict of nationality between the Czechs and the Germans also 
became acute in Hus’ time. The Czech “nation” became a factor at 
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the university, and the Czechs bore with impatience their unjust repre- 
sentation there, which gave three votes to the foreign “nations” (allow- 
ing the Germans to dominate) while the Czechs had only one. On the 
surface these quarrels seemed to be merely secular, but the real dividing 
factor between Czech and German was die movement for religious re- 
form. The Church was, in the true sense of the word, a state within a 
State, and the power of the hierarchy often even triumphed over the 
royal government. 

Hus, the master of Charles’ great university from 1401 to 1415, started 
as a religious reformer and gradually developed into the spokesman of 
the nationalists. He introduced a simplified spelling of the Czech lan- 
guage, giving the Roman letters newly devised accents to carry the soft 
sounds of the Slavonic tongue. But a controversy raged around him 
which darkened all Europe, and the teachings of Wycliffe took root in 
the halls of the university. When Rome was rent by the great schism 
and when all Europe was divided on points of theological doctrine, 
Bohemia solemnly declared that its own university should be an in- 
fallible authority in matters of dogma and faith. There was a Pope in 
Rome and another in Avignon, and the imiversity of Hus decided to 
be independent of both. 

In 1414 a Council met in Constance (Switzerland) to reform the 
Church in both head and limbs and to remove other serious disorders 
from which it was suffering. Hus was called to Constance; King 
Sigismund treacherously lured him into a trap. The Synod of Con- 
stance condemned him to be burned at the stake when he refused 
to renounce his opposition to the authority of the Church — ^to renoimce 
the principle that the personal intellect and personal conviction of a 
Christian, supported by his conscience, could overrule the judgments 
of the Pope or the Council. 

When Hus was burned at the stake in 1415, the whole Czech nation, 
almost to a man, placed itself behind Hus. The death of an innocent 
and pure- min ded man aroused the common people; death for an ideal 
and the truth of the Scriptures appealed to the intelligentsia. Great 
gatherings took place in the mountains, which were given Biblical 
names. These new religious bodies signified nothing to the Church 
and state authorities but a rebellion. In 1419, at last, open rebellion 
broke out in Prague. The Hussites demanded that the Church should 
no longer withhold the sacramental wine from the worshippers. They 
adopted as their symbol the chalice, often carrying a stone cup at the 
head of their processions. 

When the controversy overflowed beyond the Church and the uni- 
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versity, it became Bohemia’s battle against the encroachments of the 
Germans who pressed her from all sides. German Catholic miners 
of Kutna Hora threw Bohemian Protestants into the shafts and called 
the death trap Tabor in derision. The Hussites in turn nailed their 
Catholic prisoners in tarred beer barrels and rolled them into a bonfire, 
around which they sang the war psalms of King David. When all 
Europe rang with the controversy and the possession of fortified strong- 
holds was a decisive matter, a great Hussite, 2 izka, built his own fort on 
the hill of Tabor (1420). He made it a fortified city wherein every 
building was a “strong-point,” the whole girded by two mighty walls 
within a moat. Here for a time a group of Hussites lived as the early 
Christians had done, possessing everything in common. 

In battle after battle, the Hussites overthrew numerically superior 
forces hurled against the Czechs by the warriors of King Sigismund. 
Zizka was the first soldier to recognize the value of small firearms. 
Much of his success was due to his superlative courage, the courage of 
a general whose leadership was in no way impaired by the loss first of 
one eye, then of both. As a matter of fact, his blindness produced an 
uncanny terror in his adversaries. Above all, what made the ill- 
equipped, poorly-armed Hussite peasants invincible for so long was 
their determination, based upon their unshakable conviction that they 
were fighting for a just and righteous cause. Of course, their cause was 
helped not only by the “morale” element, but also by the new military 
tactics introduced by 2 izka. Many of the Hussites were simple coun- 
tryfolk who piled their families and household goods into their farm- 
carts and traveled around the country following Zizka’s army. Their 
stout wagons, when armor-plated, became formidable “tanks.” 

The Hussite wars lasted 15 years (! 2 izka died in 1424). Under 
Prokop the Great, the Hussite armies undertook retaliatory expeditions 
into the German countries, penetrating as far as tlie Danube and the 
Baltic Sea, spreading abroad the terror of the Hussite name. The 
armies called themselves “fighters of the Lord,” although they were 
also warring for the “Czech tongue,” that is, for national rights against 
German usurpation. Thus Bohemia became a country of the Gospel 
and the Chalice, or Calixtines (or Utraquists, as the Holy Communion 
was introduced in the form of bread and wine). 

The Meaning of Hussitism to the Czechs 

The Hussites did not fight with the intention of creating a Czech 
state on a national basis.® They were burning to reform the faith and 

^Kohn, Hans, The Idea of Nationalism (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1944), p. 109. 
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the true Church. But this religious movement coincided largely, 
though not entirely, with the Czech people ; furthermore, the crusaders 
sent against them by Pope and Emperor were mostly Germans. Hence 
religious fervor became intermingled with national fervor and with a 
demand for social justice, the result of the resentment of the Czechs 
against the encroachment and growing influence of alien Germans in 
Bohemia. 

The protracted wars between the Hussites and the Catholics natu- 
rally strengdrened the antagonism between Czechs and Germans and 
made the Czechs aware of their affinity with other peoples speaking a 
similar Slavonic language. Under 2 izka, the Hussites in 1420 went 
into the war “to liberate the truth of the Law of God and the Saints and 
to protect the faithful believers of the Church, and the Czech and Sla- 
vonic language.” ® 

To this religious and linguistic antagonism was added a social con- 
flict between the patriarchate and the lower urban classes. The 
economically weaker Czech artisans captured cities from the hands of 
the German burghers and many German towns came under Czech 
control. The Czech language and literature began to predominate and 
“the Czechs were thus the only people in Eastern Europe to develop 
their own urban middle classes before the nineteenth century. This 
educated Czech middle class tried to keep itself in the newly gained 
official positions by demanding a knowledge of Czech as a prerequisite 
for office and by trying generally to bar foreigners as far as possible 
from the privileges of government.” ^ 

What has Hussitism signified for the Czechs ever since? The day 
of Hus’ martyrdom has become a national festival of remembrance and 
the Czechs love him more dearly than any other hero of the past. It 
was he who wrote, “Love the Truth, defend the Truth, speak the Truth, 
and hear the Truth,” and it is significant that the motto of the Czech 
nation is, “Pravda Vitezr” — “Truth Prevails.” It was this motto that 
was used as a national slogan during both World Wars. 

The Czech nation has developed, especially under Masaryk’s influ- 
ence, the ideology of a nationalism based on Hus’ preachings. To the 
Czech nationalist, the Czech nation took up as an inheritance from 
Hus the fight for truth, respect for personal conviction, loyalty to 
freedom, and a love of fraternity and democracy. His followers also 
like to emphasize that Hus’ ideas traveled to Luther, from Luther to 
the era of enlightenment, and finally to the Declaration of Human 


'‘Ibid., p. III. 
’'Ibid. 
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Rights on both shores of the Atlantic Ocean (in Virginia in 1776 and in 
Paris in 1793). 

Other striking evidence of Hus’ influence is found in the field of 
symbolism. One of the main things for which Hus contended was the 
right of all believing men and women to partake of the Cup in the 
Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper, as against the Romanist practice of 
retaining it solely for the priests. No sooner had Hus been burned at 
Constance than the Czechs who favored his views adopted the Cup as 
their national symbol. 

In the Great Square in Prague opposite the Town Hall, where 27 
Protestant leaders were executed after the Battle of the White Mountain 
in 1621, visitors always notice the enormous and massive Memorial of 
John Hus. The martyr stands there amid a group of Czech patriots, 
calling on them to rise and be free. Some of the figures around him 
are still asleep, some are awakening, some are in the act of springing 
up, and some are fully erect with outstretched hands welcoming the 
new era of liberty. 

This monument is a symbol of Czech nationalism. How the Ger- 
mans were infuriated when the Czechs expressed opposition to their 
hated rule and paid symbolic allegiance to the ideals of Hus by “saying 
it with flowers” on Hus’ Day (July 6, 1941), when the monument was 
literally drowned in flowers during the preceding night! At that time 
waves of intense emotion, religious fervor, and patriotic fervor were 
sweeping the German-occupied land and the utmost reverence was 
shown by almost all classes to the memory of the greatest man to which 
the Czech nation has given birth. John Hus has always lived on in 
the hearts, the lives, and the aspirations of millions of Czechs in Europe 
and across the seas. 

Since the Church was unable to subdue the Hussites by arms, the 
Council of Basil recognized them as true sons of the Church, granting 
the Czech national Church four deviations from the ordinary Catholic 
confession and even permitting the Czechs to elect a Hussite arch- 
bishop. This agreement was known as the Compacts. After the 
death of Sigismund’s grandson, the Czechs elected George of Podebrad 
as a king— the only Hussite king of Bohemia. He is known in 
Czech history as a successful ruler who brought back prosperity and 
who tried to introduce a League of Nations in Europe which would 
prevent future wars. 

Soon Rome began to work against the Czech interests again by re- 
pealing the Compacts, refusing to acknowledge the Czech archbishop, 
and declaring King George’s nation to be heretics. King George 
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fought victoriously against his enemies, but he died in 1471. For a time 
two Polish kings of little ability occupied the throne of Bohemia; the 
second of them, Louis, was drowned in 1526 in the swamps near 
Mohacs in Hungary on an expedition against the Turks. 

During King George’s reign, there arose in the Czech nation a new 
religious body called the Czech Brotherhood. Hus was burned at the 
stake on July 6, 1415, but those who silenced him could not unsay his 
message and at last in 1457, a little body of earnest men drew together. 
They agreed to accept the Bible as their only standard of faith and 
practice and to establish a strict discipline which would keep their 
lives in the simplicity, purity, and brotherly love of the Apostolic 
Church. The movement quickly interested thoughtful people in all 
classes of society, many of whom joined the ranks. The formal or- 
ganization of the Unitas Fratrum (The Unity of Brethren) followed, 
and its preaching, theological publications, and educational work soon 
raised it to a great influence in Bohemia, Moravia, and Poland. The 
“Brothers” significantly enriched Czech literature and raised the stand- 
ard of both education and art. In the sixteenth century. Bishop 
Blahoslav, with his disciples, translated the Scriptures from the orig- 
inal in a rendering called the “Kralicka Bible” after the town where 
it was printed. Its language was so beautiful that it has remained the 
standard of the Czech tongue to this day. 

The End of Bohemia’s Independence 

Politically, the sixteenth century showed signs of the approaching 
decline of the following centuries. In 1536 the Czech Estates elected 
Ferdinand I, a Habsburg, to the throne. He succeeded in sowing dis- 
cord between the nobles and the towns and between the Utraquists 
and the Catholics, in order to strengthen his power at the expense of 
the liberties of the Estates and to root out the nation s Hussite spirit. 
Calling Jesuits to Bohemia, he also established a Catholic archbishop 
in Prague, the first in 130 years. 

The successors of Ferdinand carried on his policies, trying in vain to 
procure guarantees of religious liberty for the Protestants who formed 
the majority of the nation. They now consisted of the Utraquists, 
who had long ago broken with Rome due to Luther’s influence, and 
the Czech Brethren. Eventually the Habsburg, prodded by the Span- 
ish ambassadors, succeeded in driving the Czech Estates into rebel- 
lion (1618). _ ■ _ £ r • 

A definite act of imperial bad faith, following years of a policy in- 
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spired by malevolence and tempered by stupidity, brought matters to 
a climax. A heated scene in the Council Chamber of the Castle of 
Prague ended in what is described as the “Act of Defenestration”: 
the Emperor’s lieutenants were thrown out of the window. Their 
secretary, who protested, was treated in the same way. None of the 
three was killed. A midden in the moat broke their fall and the 
ofEcials got safely away. This incident let loose all the horrors of the 
Thirty Years’ War. For the Czechs, as for those of Teutonic origin 
who sympathized with the liberal movement of the time, the Battle of 
the White Mountain and its tragic sequel on that June 21, 1620, was the 
death knell of their hopes. 

The Thirty Years’ War was the last and worst of all the religious 
wars which Europe suffered with the coming of the Reformation. 
While it broke out first in Bohemia, it spread slowly over central Eu- 
rope, gaining in fury and intensity. After Catholic and Protestant 
Germans had mauled each other horribly, the war took on a political 
significance in which all the greater powers of Europe gradually be- 
came embroiled. The Holy Roman Empire of the Habsburgs was 
supported by Catholic Spain; against them in support of the Protestants 
of Germany were finally ranged Sweden, Denmark, England, and 
France. 


The Darkest Period of Bohemian History 

For the Bohemians, the Battle of the White Mountain was the most 
tragic disaster. In 1500 the free Czech peasants had been deprived 
of their rights and had become mere serfs. Since then they had lost 
interest in the affairs of their cotintry. The Hussite battles were won 
by free peasants; the Battle of the White Mountain was lost by mer- 
cenaries. 

In 1621, 27 of the leading noblemen, citizens, and learned men of 
Bohemia who had supported the anti-Habsburg movement were be- 
headed in the Old Town Square in Prague. Escorted by alien mer- 
cenaries, the martyrs were led to execution, and the rolling of drums 
accompanied the scene until the last victim had been killed.® To the 
present, on the anniversary of that day, patriotic Czechs have carried 
wreaths to the graves of these men who died in the courage of their 
convictions. This recalling of sad events in their history seems to be a 

Strange to relate, tlie sword that was used by the one executioner was discovered sonic 
50 years ago in an Edinburgh curiosity shop. On its basket hilt are graven the names o£ the 
Bohemian gentlemen who fell by it (three of the 27 were hanged), and under those names the 
remark in the Czech language: “The ist unhappy task on 21st June 1621. G.M.” 



CZECHOSLOVAKIA 


73 


peculiarly Slavonic trait. The Serbs still observe Vidovdan, the day of 
their disastrous defeat at Kosovo, where their chivalry succumbed in 
a sea of blood. 

Emperor Ferdinand’s saying gives the key to the Counter-Reforma- 
tion period of Czech history: “Better no population at all than a pop- 
ulation of heretics.” At the beginning of the Thirty Years’ War, there 
were 3,000,000 people in Bohemia, nearly all Protestants. At the end, 
there were only 800,000, all (nominally) Roman Catholics. One Jesuit 
priest boasted that he alone had burned 60,000 Czech books; the very 
possession of a Bible or hymnary was punishable with death. 

The towns were repopulated by German immigrants belonging to 
the Church of Rome, and the estates of the nobles were confiscated and 
given to aliens. It was estimated that two-thirds of the estates passed 
to aliens in this way. Great numbers of the nobles and citizens went 
into exile rather than renounce their faith. The Czech language ceased 
to be the official language. Bohemia became a bilingual (Czecho- 
German) country — and eventually German became the dominant lan- 
guage. The Jesuits suppressed all literature, science, and the schools. 
They also changed the Czech calendar by adding to the patron saints 
of the country a new saint, John of Nepomuk, a fabulous figure but 
one nevertheless canonized by the Pope. This John was designed to 
eradicate John Hus from the memory of the people. The Jesuits even 
tried to suppress the language of the “Kralicka Bible” by creating a 
new so-called “St. Wenceslas tongue.” 

John Amos Comenius 

In short, after 1627, the Bohemian nation lived spiritually only in 
exile (in Germany, Poland, and the Netherlands). The most fa- 
mous of these exiles, John Amos Comenius (Komenskf, 1592-1670), 
the last Bishop of the Bohemian Brotherhood, wandered for more than 
40 years in exile and died in Amsterdam. He was welcome and hon- 
ored in courts and universities, introducing new educational prin- 
ciples that revolutionized teaching methods. His real worth was rec- 
ognized in his own day, as is witnessed by the opinions of the doughty 
Swedish chancellor, Oxenstierna, of Samuel Hartlib and his English 
group, and of his protectors, the two De Geers, as well as his numerous 
friends among the pedagogical reformers. How many elements of the 
modern educational system were advocated by Comenius! He advo- 
cated a free and universal system of education; education of both 
sexes; pre-school home training; instruction in the native tongue; 
graded subject matter adjusted to the psychological development of the 
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pupils; dramatization of the subject; close correlation of thought with 
things; incorporation of history and geography, of drawing and man- 
ual training, in the curriculum.® 

In 1650 Comenius wrote the pathetic “Bequest of the Dying Mother 
of the Unity of Brethren,” in which occur the words quoted by Presi- 
dent Masaryk on the memorable day when he read his first message 
to the National Assembly of the new Czechoslovak Republic, Decem- 
ber, 1918: “I also believe before God that after the passing of the 
storms of wrath brought down upon our heads by our sins, the rule 
over thine own possessions shall be restored to thee, O Czech people! 

But when Comenius wrote these words, the nation was nearly dead. 
It was a period of intellectual as well as material decay. The Czech 
language became gradually subordinated to German; in about lyoo, 
the Bohemian nobility was completely denationalized and the greater 
part of the country— the so-called German territory— was settled with 
Germans. The nation became disunited religiously— Hussite and 
Catholic. Numerically, these two Czech peoples had changed. From 
the time of the Hussite Wars to the Battle of the White Mountain 
(1620), the number of adherents of the Chalice reached 80 per cent in 
the Bohemian lands, while the Protestants numbered 10 per cent and 
Catholics 10 per cent.’'® 

In the middle of the seventeenth century, Bohemia had about 800,- 
000 and Moravia barely 500,000 inhabitants, most of them Catholics. 
When the Emperor Joseph II issued his famous Patent concerning the 
toleration of Protestants in the Habsburg Empire, no more than 70,000 
clandestine Protestants made their appearance. The Kingdom of Bo- 
hemia became in effect no more than a colony governed from an un- 
friendly Vienna; it was the taxes levied on the Czech nation which 
allowed that city to develop at the expense of Prague. In seeking the 
favors of the reigning dynasty, the Czech nobility which remained in 
the country were traitors to the national cause. From that time for- 
ward, the history of Bohemia was not a history of kings and nobles, 
but a history of an enslaved people who kept alive the national tradi- 
tion only in memories of their former political independence. That 
nation which three centuries earlier had centered on itself the atten- 


‘^Matthew Spinka, /oAu Amos Comenius, That Incomparable Moravian (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1934), and bibliography, pp. 156-177. It is little known that Comenius is 
also the spiritual founder of modern Masonry — see: Joseph S. Roucek, “Freemasonry in Czecho- 
slovakia/' The Buildei , Vol. XV (February, 1929), pp. 45£F.; (March, 1929) pp. dyff.; (April, 
1929) pp. iiilf.; and “The Pioneer and Founder of Modern Masonry, Jan Amos Komensky,” 
Square and Compass (Denver, Colo.), Vol. XXXVIII (December, 1929), pp. aSff. 

^'^Herben, Jan, op. cit., p. 205. 
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tion of all Europe and through its energy had carried human thought 
to its highest summits, seemed now condemned to irredeemable ruin 
and its name about to be erased from history. 

Not^'until the eighteenth century was the work of destruction con- 
sumrndted. Systematically carried out, the work of Germanization and 
bureaucratic centralization attached the Kingdom of Bohemia to Vi- 
enna by chains which daily became heavier. The state began to disap- 
pear from the map of Europe; it became no more than a simple prov- 
ince within the empire of the Habsburgs. The economic and civil 
reforms of Habsburg Joseph II (1780-1790), inspired by the “enlight- 
ened’ spirit of the times, brought relief to the laboring classes but could 
not raise the intellectual level of a nation deprived of its schools and 
leaders. Fortunately, Joseph at least stopped the missionary activity of 
the Jesuits in Bohemia, freed the peasants from serfdom, and gave his 
support to the schools. 


National Revival 

But even during those days of alhsolute abasement, a new life began 
to germinate in the depdi of the Czech soul. The breath of liberty 
diat blew from France across the whole of Europe in the second half of 
the eighteendi century, struck a still-sensitive chord in the nationalistic 
spirit of the Czechs. Thanks to certain men with a rare capacity for 
self-immolation and fittingly named the “Awakeners of die Nation,” 
the old struggle in Bohemia for national culture and political inde- 
pendence was revived. At the outset, this struggle was restricted to the 
intellectual domain. In taking as a starting point diose traditions 
piously preserved in certain of the anti-Reformation districts of Bo- 
hemia and in remote parts of Slovakia by a small number of priests, 
the Czech “Awakeners” devoted themselves, with the encouragement 
of a group of pro-Czech nobles, to the task of rekindling the flames of 
national sentiment among the masses. Historians began to rediscover 
both Hus and the religious Reformation, George of Podebrad as well 
as Comenius. The philologists studied the old foundations of the 
written language, as they were laid down by Hus and Blahoslav. The 
poet and journalist also popularized the findings. 

The defeat of Czech Protestantism in 1620 put an end to the native 
Protestant aristocracy. Catholic noblemen from other countries took 
their places. Together with the Jesuits, who monopolized education, 
they introduced into Bohemia a flowering of Spanish and Italian 
baroque with its voluptuous wealth of architecture, its transcendental 
modes of thought, and its international outlook. In the eighteenth 
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century, the French Rococo and secular spirit replaced the baroque in 
shaping the minds and lives of the Bohemian aristocracy. Fortunately 
for the development of a progressive Czech nationalism, the Bohemian 
aristocracy was a small class of wealthy magnates with not too narrow 
an outlook. 

Under the influence of the Enlightenment, this Bohemian aristocracy, 
although rooted in other countries and races, produced in the second 
half of the eighteenth century a patriotism based, “as in Ireland or 
Belgium, upon the community of the historical territory, of the nation 
Bohemia, without any clear realization that this nation consisted of 
the two ethnic groups sharply differentiated in language and tradi- 
tions, the Czechs and the Germans.” They looked to the Czech 
historical traditions and rights of the Bohemian Kingdom as a guar- 
antee of their privileges against the centralizing tendencies of the 
Austro-Hungarian monarchy and started to foster interest in the his- 
tory of Bohemia and in the life and language of its people. 

This process paralleled the rise of the middle class in Bohemia, due 
to the transition from an agrarian to an industrial society. The Czech 
renaissance thus had as its fathers “historians imbued with enlightened 
humanitarianism; practical reformers searching to improve agriculture 
to exploit the natural resources of the country, and to stimulate manu- 
facture and commerce; and educators.” 

The educational reforms were important in this respect: the former 
instruction in Bohemia, dominated by Jesuit scholasticism and carried 
on exclusively in Latin, was modernized and German was introduced 
as the language of teaching in the high schools. Empress Maria The- 
resa ordered more instruction in Czech so that officials might converse 
with the people in their native tongue. In fact, a chair of Czech lan- 
guage and literamre was founded in the University of Vienna in 1775 
for the candidates for bureaucratic positions. As the century drew to 
its close, the middle class was rising, the position of the peasantry was 
alleviated, and economic life was mobilized. Joseph’s emancipation of 
the Protestants added a new and vigorous element to the Czech mid- 
dle class — ^which still remembered the Hussite movement and the 
Reformation. 

But the first generation of the “Awakeners” of the Czech historical 
consciousness were enlightened Catholic priests, Piarists, ex-Jesuits, in- 
spired in their patriotism by classical humanism and later Western 
influences, largely from Germany. In Germany, Herder expressed 

^^Kohn, Hans, The Idea of Nationalism, p. 552, 

^Ibid., pp. 552-553. 
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great hope in the Slav future; Goethe loved the Slav folk songs; 
Schlozer fostered Slavonic studies and was a good friend of the Slavs. 
“As the Irish national awakening started under the influence of Eng- 
lish political ideas and men of English descent, so the Czech national 
awakening partly began under the influence of cultural ideas coming 
from Germany and of men of German descent.” 

The first generation of Czech patriots tried to prove that Czech his- 
tory and cultural achievements were equal to those of the Germans and 
the Western nations, and formed the Society of Sciences in 1773 
(named the “Royal Bohemian Society of Sciences”). They unearthed 
a Czech nation out of the documents of the past and built up a new ap- 
preciation of the Hussites. The use of the Czech tongue began to 
spread. It was employed in theatrical performances and a growing 
periodical literature. In March, 1792, 33 “Bohemian aborigines” (that 
is, Bohemians of Slavonic origin) petitioned the Bohemian Diet against 
the policy of Germanizing their compatriots, which had been steadily 
pursued under Joseph II. Somewhat later, the “nationality” idea was 
resuscitated by the majority of the Bohemian gentry in the Diet, as a 
card which could be effectively played in order to preserve their “his- 
torical rights” when purely political methods failed. 

From 1792 to 1848, the Czech cause was promoted mostly by scholars 
of middle-class origin acting as tutors in the families of nobles who 
wished to promote the Czech nationalistic idea for personal reasons. 
Since they were incompetent themselves to use their native language 
effectively, they employed the practiced pens of scholars for the pur- 
pose. The transition period from the eighteenth century of enlighten- 
ment to the nineteenth century of nationalism is headed by four men: 
Joseph Dobrovskf (1753-1829^ Joseph Jungmann (1773-1847), Pavel 
Joseph Safafik (1795-1861), and Frantisek Palackf (1798-1876). 

Dobrovsky, the founder of Slavonic studies, wrote a Czech grammar 
and also a grammar of Old Church Slavonic, and did much by his 
writings to promote a feeling of kinship between the different branches 
of the Slavic race. Jungmann, the son of a peasant from Central Bo- 
hemia, compiled a famous dictionary and translated Western European 
romantic literature. Safafik was a Slovak, the son of a Protestant pas- 
tor. He is best known for his colossal work on Slavonic Antiquity, 
which won him wide fame in the world of letters although it was 
never finished. 

Palacky formulated the first Czech political program and, after 1848, 
in company with his son-in-law Fr. L. Rieger, became the political 

^Ibid., pp. 553-554- 
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leader of the Czech nation. Born in Moravia, the son of a village 
schoolmaster in whose family the traditions of Hus had been preserved, 
he made friends while at college with an Irish jockey, who lent him 
Robertson’s History of Scotland. This induced him to write a history 
of his own nation. At the invitation of Dobrovsky he went to Prague, 
where he met several Czech noblemen greatly interested in his pro- 
posed undertaking. Through their help he carried on immense re- 
searches in the Czech archives hidden in old castles and mansions; later 
he was appointed historiographer to the Bohemain Estates. His His- 
tory of the Czech People in Bohemia and Moravia, a great and scholarly 
work, became a truly inspiring influence upon the Czechs and earned 
for Palacky the title of the “Father of the Nation.” 

Palacky propounded that the core of Czech history could be found 
in the period of the Czech Reformation, or from Hus to the Bohemian 
Brethren, which was also the modern consummation of the original 
Slav character. He deduced that the Czechs were forerunners of West- 
ern liberalism who pioneered in the Hussite wars for humanitarian 
ideals, opposing authority and hierarchy and asking for the equality of 
men and freedom of conscience. For Palacky, the Hussite period was 
the root of the Reformation, and so of all growth of liberalism, the 
Puritan Revolution, and the American and French Revolutions. By 
basing their political ambitions on their deepest national traditions, the 
Czechs could progress by identifying themselves with the progressive 
West. 

This interpretation of history placed the Czechs geographically as 
the eastern outpost of the liberal West instead of the western outpost 
of the Slavic East. “In these traditions the nation was born — and in 
his farewell message on relinquishing the presidency of the Czecho- 
slovak Republic, Masaryk rightly pointed out that nations live and pre- 
serve themselves by the ideals out of which they were born.” 

Notice that Palacky, wisely, did not look for the solution of the prob- 
lems of his nation in Pan-Slavism, although an enthusiasm for solidar- 
ity of the Slavonic races started with the Czech “Awakeners” and has 
been popular with the Slavs, in one form or another, ever since. 

Pan-Slavism — a movement to unite all Slav peoples under the leader- 
ship of Russia — would have become a powerful political factor if it had 
succeeded. If Poles, Czechs, Slovaks, Serbs, and Bulgarians had joined 
with the Russians in a single state or federation of states, they would 
have formed a huge and potent political unit. There are about 300 
million Slavs in Europe, a population exceeded only by that of China 


p. 560^ 
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and India. But Russian and Pan-Slav concepts of Pan-Slavism re- 
mained largely dreams— although Russia did succeed in aiding the 
Serbs and Bulgarians to throw off the rule of the Ottoman Empire and 
establish their own national states.^® 

Pan-Slavism was originally extra-political, an affair of scholars and 
students rather than of statesmen. From the first, it was a vague, 
dreamy affection for a Slavonic policy. After the long residence of 
the Russian deliverers” at Prague in 1813, Russian officers and Czech 
professors kept up correspondence. The study of the Russian lan- 
guage was taken up with ardor. But there was an infinite distance 
between this intellectual Pan-Slavism and the later political Pan- 
Slavism, the fundamental promise of which was the union of all the 
Slavic races in a single state. The earlier stages of the movement were 
intimately associated with Dobrovsky, Jungmann, and Palacky. While 
Dobrovsky laid the foundation of historical science in Bohemia, Jung- 
mann’s great merit was the popularizing of the Czech language. His 
enthusiasm for Pan-Slavism made him comparatively indifferent to 
purely Czech aspirations — Whence his magnum opus is not so much a 
Bohemian as a Slavonic lexicon. Palacky founded a learned periodical 
in 1827 to champion the cause of Czech autonomy against the out-and- 
out Pan-Slavism of such passionate nationalists as Vaclav Hanka (1791- 
1861). 

The most extravagant member of the opposite camp was the Slovak 
poet and preacher, Jan Koll^ (1793-1852), who carried Pan-Slavism to 
the verge of absurdity by trying to prove that Latin was an old Slavonic 
tongue corrupted by Greek influences or even maintaining that the 
aboriginal inhabitants of Italy were Slavs. Despite the eccentricity of 
his scholarship, Kollir enjoyed the extraordinary influence which must 
always belong to a man of genius who is also an ardent patriot. 
Palacky rejected these claims. His position was strengthened when, in 
1831, he was appointed a director of the newly instituted Czech section 
of the National Bohemian Museum and a member of the society 
“Matice Ceska,” founded in the same year by Prince Rudolf Kinsky for 
the promotion of Czech literature. 

Palacky served his nation not only as a historian, but also as its politi- 

^But this dream became a potent political element during Hider’s rise. The possible 
unification of all the Slavs did become one of the nightmares haunting the Germans soon after 
their own national unification in 1870, since they knew that they could not match the man- 
power of the Slavs, whom the Nazis regarded as an especially inferior race. The Russians, 
under Lenin and Stalin, did not pay much attention to the Pan-Slavonic weapon, since they 
found much more use for the Comintern International. But, following Germany's invasion of 
Russia in the summer of 1941, the Kremlin urged the cooperation of Slav peoples, who for the 
most part have a deep attachment for Russia although not for Communism, 
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cal leader and spokesman. He hoped and strove for the federalization 
of Austria. His opposition to any close union between Austria and 
Germany was expressed in his often quoted statement: “If there were 
no Austria, it would be necessary to create one.” But there is a later 
saying, also by Palacky, which is in the form of prophecy, and which 
became a dictum during the Great Wars. “Before Austria was, we 
were; and when Austria no longer is, we still shall be.” He had ceased 
to fix his hopes on the dream of a reformed Austria. In 1876, when 
his great history was completed, a banquet was held at Prague to cele- 
brate the event. The substance of Palacky’s speech, which he called his 
“testament,” was: “We must educate ourselves and work.” 

This was also the keynote of the lifework of Karel Havlicek (1821- 
1856), who, as editor of the National Newspaper, exercised a strong in- 
fluence over the masses, although he lived to be only thirty-five. His 
thesis bore fruit; the Czechs made use of modern methods, printed 
books and journals, established libraries and museums, took care of 
their schools, and turned to scientific labors. 

The Czech politicians took over the trend only when the French 
revolution of February, 1848, began to advance eastward and also to set 
Vienna, Prague, and Budapest aflame. In that year, when the whole 
of Europe followed the example of France and broke the chains of 
archaic absolutism, Austria was forced to grant certain constitutional 
liberties to the nationalities which she oppressed. Thereafter the move- 
ment to rebuild the Czech nation expanded in an atmosphere notice- 
ably more favorable to its growth. Although the revolution was sup- 
pressed (the Bohemian peasant alone gained his freedom by the 
abolition of socage) and punished by the stifling reaction of the years 
1850-1860, the Czech politician was no longer absent from the Austrian 
political tribune. He offered to cooperate in building up a strong 
Austria if the latter would be just to the Czech nation on the basis of 
the program of Bohemian state rights — the restoration of the State of 
Bohemia, thus uniting Bohemia, Moravia, and Silesia. This plan was 
sponsored by the Czech aristocracy (Count Martinic) and the leader 
of the nation of that time. Dr. Rieger. But the throne was dominated 
by the German and Hungarian minorities, although the Czech lands 
paid the most taxes and although the Austrian state was formed in 
1526 as a triple empire: German-Bohemian-Hungarian, with equal 
rights for all the three components. But the concept of centralization 
became the fixed idea of Austrian statesmen, and in 1867, in place of a 
confederation of states like the one demanded by the Czechs, they 
created a dual monarchy, one half dominated by the Germans (Aus- 
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tria) and the other by the Hungarians, with the Austro-Hungarian 
Empire working in concert with the new German Empire. 

The Slovaks 

This political rearrangement, so fatal for the Czechs, placed the 
Slovak branch of the nation in an even more deplorable position. The 
Slovaks settled their part of Europe about the same time as the Czechs 
and were closely associated with them. For instance, Samo, a Czech 
chieftain, in the seventh century formed a kingdom which included 
the Slovaks. Both formed what is sometimes known as the Great 
Moravian Empire (ninth century). In the tenth century, the Hun- 
garians conquered the Slovaks and confined them within the limits 
of present-day Slovakia, where for nearly a thousand years they be- 
came an unwilling province of the Kingdom of Hungary. But the 
Slovaks remained a separate and distinct people, even though cut off 
from intercourse with other Slav peoples. They remained mainly 
Catholic and developed their language as a dialect of the Czech lan- 
guage. 

Owing to the Magyar pressure on the Slovaks during the nineteenth 
century, and to the barrier raised against any form of intercommunica- 
tion between the Czechs and Slovaks, a “literary” Slovak language was 
developed by certain Slovak patriots in the sixties.^® The Hungarian 
Counter-Reformation had its seat in the Jesuit University at Tyrnava in 
Slovakia and succeeded in limiting the formerly strong influence of 
Protestantism in Slovakia. Yet Protestant influence remained, espe- 
cially in Bratislava (Pressburg), and the Protestant Slovaks felt deeply 
their affinity with the Czechs and used the Czech literary language un- 
til the second half of the eighteenth century. 

To combat these tendencies, the Catholic priest Antonin Bernolak 
(1762-1813) tried to create a separate Slovak literary language. But 
his and other similar efforts had no lasting effect because they used the 
western Slovak dialect, which was too close to Czech and too little^un- 
derstood in central and eastern Slovakia. After 1844, Ludevit Stur 
made the central Slovak dialect the literary language in an effort to es- 
tablish Slovak culture and rights within Hungary and to increase the 
national consciousness of Hungarian Slovaks separated from the Aus- 
trian Czechs. This literary or written Slovak was not adopted by 
Slovaks living outside the borders of Slovakia, who continued to speak 
the Slovak dialect but to write in Czech. It was merely owing to the 

^^Stiect, C. J., Slovakia Fast and Present (Ijondon: The Czech Society o£ Great Britain, n. d.), 
is a very convenient short introduction to Slovak history. 
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Magyar prohibition against writing Czech that the Slovaks in Slovakia 
were compelled to introduce written Slovak. 

The Slovaks had to suffer continuous inroads on their culture and 
economic life. It became the policy of the Hungarian kings to intro- 
duce Germanic colonies into Slovakia in the hope that they would 
ultimately take the place of the irreconcilable Slovaks. By the fifteenth 
century there was scarcely a Slovak village without a group of German 
families. But the Slovaks showed the same ability to resist Germaniza- 
tion that they had shown in resisting Magyarization. 

In the nineteenth century, the Magyars determined to take drastic 
steps to destroy the Slovak national consciousness. The popular Mag- 
yar proverb, “Tot nem ember” (“The Slovak is not a man”) sufficiently 
illustrates this mentality. Until the first half of the last century, Latin 
had been the official language of the Kingdom of Hungary. The sub- 
stitution of Magyar for Latin served as a pretext to make the use of 
the former language obligatory throughout the Hungarian state. 
Every citizen was forced to employ the Magyar language in the schools, 
the civil service, the army, and every branch of public life. This de- 
nationalizing policy drove even the simple and pastoral Slovaks into 
revolt. In 1848-1849, when the Magyars rebelled against the Habs- 
burgs, the Slovaks threw their swords into the scale against the Mag- 
yars, whose revolution failed ignominiously. 

The Magyars, instead of seeking an understanding with the nation- 
alities, preferred to make their peace with the Habsburgs. By the 
Compromise of 1867, the Dual Monarchy was virmally divided between 
the Germans and the Magyars and the field was clear for a renewed 
policy of intensive Magyarization; thereafter the Slovaks found them- 
selves at the mercy of the Hungarians, who forced upon them a regime 
of unprecedented oppression, a regime which sought to detach the 
Slovak branch completely from the Czech branch and to Magyarize it 
from the standpoint of both intellectual and political life. If a Slovak 
was content to enroll himself as a Magyar, well and good. If not, he 
could either emigrate or he must resign himself to a condition which 
justified the proverb, “Tot nem ember.” He was denied the ad- 
vantages of education and representation, and he was subject to police 
persecution if he dared evince the slightest signs of Slovak conscious- 
ness. During the forty years preceding World War I, no fewer than 
793,665 Slovaks emigrated, mostly to the United States. Even the writ- 
ings of Dr. Seton-Watson and others did not seem to be able to save the 
Slovaks from national extinction. Their only hope of regeneration lay 
in deliverance from Magyar rule. The prospects, however, appeared 
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remote when the Dual Monarchy, impelled by Germany, plunged Eu- 
rope into World War I and so rushed headlong to its inevitable doom. 

But the liberation of Slovakia — as well as the lands of Bohemia — ^was 
on the way through T. G. Masaryk. The Czech political parties be- 
fore 1914 had always been ready to discuss with Austria their demands 
for equal rights, but got nowhere fighting the centralistic government 
of Austria. Masaryk laid before his followers — and there were not too 
many of them before World War I — a program of work designed to 
build up inner national strength. At first Masaryk emphasized edu- 
cation and moral principles rather than politics. He tried to do away 
with absolutism and to transform Austria into a progressive state. But 
when Austria-Hungary entered World War I, he changed his platform 
to revolution. 


Thomas G. MasaryJ^ 

Three men were finally responsible for shaking off the yoke of 
Austro-Hungarian oppression: Thomas G. Masaryk, a Moravian Slo- 
vak; Edward Benes, a Bohemian; and Milan R. Stefanik, a Slovak. 
Masaryk, an aged philosopher, returned as the President of the new 
state four years to the day after he had fled from his country. His 
fellow-worker Benes headed the Czechoslovak Foreign Ministry (m 
addition to holding other portfolios) uninterruptedly from that time 
until he became Masaryk’s successor as President. The third conspira- 
tor, Stefanik, a young astronomer who represented the Slovaks in their 
rebellion against Habsburg rule, returned as a general of the French 
Army. His plane crashed over the very frontier of his native land. 
The Czechs still retain the distinction of selecting their national leaders 
according to Plato’s recipe for the ideal state: from among professors 
— Hus, Komensky, Palacky, Masaryk, Benes, and then Hodza and 
others. 

Few prominent Europeans had more intimate connections with 
America than the founder and president of the Czechoslovak Republic. 
From the time when he first visited the United States to claim as his 
bride the American girl with whom he had fallen in love in Leipzig 
to the day when he last left its shores accompanied by all the honors 
due the head of a sovereign state, he maintained a most active interest 
in the United States. American institutions and experience were fre- 
quently used to point his writings. The son of a Slovak teamster on 
an imperial estate in Eastern Slovakia, Masaryk was born (1850) at a 
time when serfdom, although officially abolished a few years before, 
was still in practical effect. Work as a smith at home was interrupted 
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by the interest of one of Masaryk’s former teachers, who arranged for 
him to go on with his studies. From that time on, Masaryk paid for 
his high school and college education by his own earnings. Even after 
his marriage, life as an assistant professor in Vienna and later in Prague 
was a bitter struggle for a living. Masaryk began to fight against the 
authoritarian regime of Austria-Hungary while he was still in school. 
When he declared certain manuscripts to be forgeries in 1876, many of 
his people turned against him for questioning these so-called proofs of 
an early Czech culture. But he held firm against the opposition and 
vituperation of his own countrymen. No nation’s reputation, he as- 
serted, could be built upon a falsehood. Thirteen years later, when he 
-protested an injustice to a Jewish tramp, he was branded a traitor to 
Christianity and nearly mobbed in the university when he tried to re- 
sume his lectures. There were other conflicts in which he participated 
in the twenty years before the war. Most of them took place in the 
Parliament of Vienna. By 1914 he was the recognized champion of 
minority rights in the whole Austro-Hungarian Empire, an object of 
hatred and persecution by the government. 

One of the most fascinating romances of modern times is the story 
of how Masaryk, setting out alone in December, 1914, came back after 
four years of exile as the head of a new and independent Czechoslovak 
state. England helped him almost from the first and he was later 
Professor of Slav Research at King’s College in London. In 1916 he 
went to France to convince the French Government of the necessity 
of disintegrating Austria-Hungary. Proceeding to Russia in 1917, he 
formed Czechoslovak legions from prisoners captured by the Allies. 
Soon they were fighting against the Central Powers, just as their sons 
fought Hitler’s hordes on the side of the Allies in World War II. 
When Russia collapsed in ipi'y, a Czech army in Russia fought its way 
through Russia to Siberia and ultimately trekked back to Europe. 

Masaryk ably exploited the feats of tlie Czechoslovak legions, with 
considerable financial help from American Czechoslovaks. In March, 
1918, he went to the United States to persuade President Wilson, who 
had previously favored the preservation of the Austrian Empire on a 
federal basis, to acquiesce in the dissolution of the empire. As a result, 
the Czechoslovak National Council, headed by Benes in Paris, was rec- 
ognized by the Allied Powers as the Czechoslovak Government. The 
proclamation of Czechoslovak independence in Washington, D. C., on 
October 18, 1918, was the first legal step in the liberation of his country. 
The Czech National Council seized power in Prague on October 28, 
1918, on the basis of the Washington Declaration. Delegates of all the 
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Slovak parties assembled on October 30, 1918, to organize a Slovak Na- 
tional Council which affirmed the right of self-determination, denied 
authority to the Hungarian Government “to speak and act in the name 
of the Czechoslovak nation living within the limits of Hungary,” and 
declared that “the Slovaks form linguistically and historically a part of 
the Czechoslovak nation.” 

On November 14, 1918, the Revolutionary Assembly met in Prague, 
deposed the Habsburgs, proclaimed a Republic, elected Masaryk as 
President by acclamation, with Benes as Foreign Minister, and enacted 
a provisional constitution. In December, 1918, Masaryk moved into 
the Hradcany Castle of Prague. With this a fairy tale came true: the 
tale of the working lad who starts off as a child in quest of truth and 
arrives home as the lord of the manor in the palace where his father 
had served the emperor as coachman. An ancient nation, possessing 
beautiful traditions, appeared on the world stage in modern attire, with 
progressive ideas and high ideals. 

Bibliography 
(At the end of Chapter XVII) 
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POLAND (UP TO 1918) 


Polish Origins 

13 eTWEEN the Baltic Sea and the Carpathian mountains, on a vast 
plain cut by the Oder, Warta, and Vistula Rivers, Slavonic tribes 
called Polanians, Vistulians, Mazovians, Silesians, Pomeranians, and 
many others have dwelt since time immemorial. Those tribes united 
to form the Polish nation. 

It would be difficult to understand the history and the present prob- 
lems of modern Poland without some knowledge of her remote past. 
Since these pages are addressed primarily to the general reader, we 
shall limit our presentation to the most essential facts, the effects of 
which have a bearing on what is happening today. 

Poland Under the Piasts (^62-1 ^yo) 

Poland’s recorded history begins in 963 A. D., the year of the first 
recorded conflict between Poles and Germans. (Some historians prefer 
to set the opening date at 966 A. D. — the year of Poland’s conversion to 
Christianity.) At that time, the Slavs who inhabited Central Europe 
were little differentiated racially, linguistically, economically, or so- 
cially although some tribes had already begun to coalesce into separate 
states, such as the Czech state. Poland was also beginning to take 
shape. The tribes which inhabited the area of present-day western 
Poland, Silesia, and certain adjacent parts of present-day Germany had 
gradually come under the domination of one central prince, who now 
applied the name of his tribe, the “Polans,” to all the inhabitants of his 
loosely united domain. 

The ecclesiastical organization established in Poland after its conver- 
sion to Christianity also contributed to the process of consolidation. 
Poland was fiyst set up as an independent bishopric; later it was elevated 
to an archbishopric. 

Although Poland, under the Piast dynasty, occasionally rose to a place 
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of importance in history, it was subdivided during most of that period, 
like the rest of Europe, into numerous duchies and principalities 
jealous of and fighting for their independence. But, while the feudal 
system in Western Europe was strong enough to hold the subdivisions 
together in larger units, Polish feudalism was weak and backward. 
Cohesion was provided rather by the ecclesiastical organization and 
tradition. 

In the diirteenth century, toward the end of the Piast period, the con- 
stant threat of Tartar invasions which menaced all of Europe for a time, 
was an important factor. The major Tartar defeat at Lignica, capital 
of a Polish principality in Silesia, contributed to the elimination of the 
Tartar threat to Western Europe, but Poland continued to face it and 
Russia was actually overrun by overwhelming Tartar hordes for cen- 
turies. 

Another important event was the settlement of what is today Eastern 
Prussia by tire Teutonic Knights, who conquered the native “Prus” (a 
Baltic people akin to the Latvians and the Lithuanians) and established 
their own state. 

Furthermore, the disappearance of the broad belt of Slavonic nations 
west of Poland, as a result of German conquest late in the twelfdi cen- 
tury, had disastrous effects. Germany became Poland’s neighbor along 
her entire western frontier and Poland lost Pomerania to the German 
Empire and the Teutonic Knights. 

Toward the end of the thirteenth century, centripetal tendencies 
again came to the fore in Poland. After numerous efforts at unifica- 
tion, a Polish prince, Wladyslaw II, finally re-established the Kingdom 
of Poland. Despite the loss of Silesia and Pomerania, Poland was now 
a recognized kingdom with a policy of its own, both at home and 
abroad. 

The new foreign policy was instituted by Casimir the Great, last of 
die Piasts and Wladyslaw’s successor. Realizing that his western 
neighbors were too strong for him to cope with, he deliberately turned 
Poland’s face to the east. Russia was divided into numerous petty 
duchies, most of them still subject to Tartar rule, and Poland was able 
to secure a sizable slice of Russian territory, the so-called “Red Russia” 
(approximately the area of Eastern Galicia), which had already once 
belonged to her. Casirnir also consolidated his father’s policy of friend- 
ship with Lithuania for mutual protection against the Teutonic Order, 
a friendship that contravened the accepted custom in fourteenth-century 
Europe, for Lithuania was still pagan. 

Casimir left his mark on Poland’s internal organization, too. He 



88 


POLAND 


rc-cstablished a unified administration and promulgated the “Statutes 
of Wislica,” codifying Polish common law and introducing some ele- 
ments of Western common law. Casimir’s reign was one of unaccus- 
tomed peace and prosperity, attested by the many splendid mediaeval 
buildings in Polish cities which were built at that time. His major 
achievement, however, was the establishment of the University of 
Cracow (i'364 A. D.), the first Polish university and second only to 
Prague in its antiquity among Central European seats of higher learn- 
ing. The first German university (Vienna) was established in 1365. 

Transition and the ]agellonian Period ( i jyo-ijy2 ) 

Casimir the Great was succeeded by his nephew, Louis of Anjou, also 
known as Louis the Great, King of Hungary. In order to guarantee 
the right of succession to one of his daughters (he had no sons), Louis 
not only had to confirm all the privileges enjoyed by the nobles before 
he became king,^ but also to free the nobles from most of the taxes they 
had previously paid to the royal treasury. This novel concession was 
an important point in Polish history, for it marked the first grant of a 
general economic privilege to the nobility. 

After Louis’ death, Jadwiga, his youngest daughter, succeeded to the 
Polish throne. Being a young girl, she could not rule the country per- 
sonally. The selection of her husband therefore became an important 
political problem. In the meantime, Poland was governed by the dig- 
nitaries of the crown, most of them appointees of Casimir the Great. 
These rulers of Poland were eager to cement the friendship with Lith- 
uania into an alliance directed against the Teutonic Order, Poland’s 
chief enemy. Such an alliance, they felt, could best be furthered by a 
marriage between Jagiello, the ruling prince of Lithuania, and Queen 
Jadwiga. 

Both Jagiello and Jadwiga accepted this proposal, which was also 
supported by the Catholic Church. In order to marry Jadwiga, Jagiello 
had to embrace Catholicism (he was a pagan), automatically bringing 
his pagan subjects^ into the Church as well. It was also agreed that, 
upon his marriage, Jagiello would become King of Poland in his own 
right and that Lithuania would become a part of Poland ( Treaty of 
Krewo, 1385^ . Despite this agreement, however, the Lithuanians were 
aLle to presCTve their separate political existence. For some time, Jag- 
iello’s person was the only link between the two countries. 

was a mediaeval custom for a acw king always to confirm the privileges granted by 
his predecessors. 

considerable proportion of Jagidlo’s subjects were already Christians but belonged to the 
Orthodox Church, especially in the former Russian lands. 
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Although the Jagellonians consolidated the Polish tendency to face 
east instead of west into a permanent policy, Poland still retained con- 
siderable interest in Western affairs. The question of Poland’s relations 
with the Teutonic Order also continued to loom large in the calcula- 
tions of Polish statesmen, although its importance was substantially re- 
duced after 1415, when the Order was decisively defeated near Grun- 
wald and Tannenberg (East Prussia) by the Poles and Lithuanians as- 
sisted by the Czechs and Russians.® 

Ice land’s association with Lithuania, originally a safeguard against the 
growing power of the Teutonic Order, soon involved Pol^^ in all the 
difficulties troubling the overextended Lithuanian stafe^^ithuania’s 
deep involvement in Russian affairs (most of her territory had pre- 
viously been Russian) diverted much of her energy and strength into 
struggles with the Tartars and Mongols who controlled most of Rus- 
sia. Furthermore, after northeastern Russia had freed itself from 
Mongol rule and the new Russian state was created,^ it strove not only 
to liberate the Russian areas still under Mongol or Tartar domination, 
but also to secure control over autonomous Russian areas® and those 
subject to other foreign rulers. Poland, whose kings were also Grand 
Dukes of Lithuania, was thus inevitably drawn into the Lithuanian- 
Russian disputes.® 

During the Jagellonian period, Poland’s internal organization under- 
went many important changes. It was then that the essential ele- 
ments of the constitutional system which was to last well into tlie 
eighteenth century were created. In western Europe the role of the 
nobles, so important in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, was 
visibly declining, with a corresponding increase in the power of the 
Crown, but the contrary was happening in Poland. Jagiello and his 
successors, although elected kings, were never the absolute rulers of 
Poland,’^ and their ambitious plans in the field of foreign politics 


® Jagiello’s wars against the Teutonic Order profited Poland little in terms o£ territorial changes. 
It remained for his sons to recover the territory taken by the Order from Poland in the 
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, including Danzig and present-day Polish Pomerania (Treaty 
of Torun, 1466). The remainder of the Order’s territory (present-day East Prussia) was left to 
it as a Polish fief. The problem of the Teutonic Order was finally settled in 1525, when its 
Grand Master, Albrecht Hohenzollern, became a Lutheran, and its lands were changed into the 
secular Duchy of Prussia, a Polish fief. 

'‘This new Russian state was often called the “Muscovite” state (drawing its name from 
Moscow, its capital) to distinguish it from the old Russian state centered around Kiev, Russia’s 
capital befofe the Tartar invasion. 

®Such as the autonomous Republics of Novgorod and Pskov, which were brought into the 
new Russian state despite the desperate resistance of their Western-minded populations. 

®This became increasingly important in the second half of the Jagellonian period in Poland.' 

■^The situation was different in Lithuania, which was Jagiello’s patrimony. 
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forced them to make repeated concessions to the nobles in exchange 
for their support. 

The group of courtiers, mostly appointees of Casimir the Great and 
their descendants, who served in the most important Polish offices dur- 
ing Jagiello’s reign, soon consolidated their position by increasing their 
ranks. Together with the descendants of old, powerful Polish families, 
as well as certain newcomers, they welded themselves into a closely knit 
oligarchy, commonly known as “the Magnates,” which was very in- 
fluential throughout the reign of fagiello’s sons. The officials recruited 
from this powerful group met regularly as the Royal Council and soon 
thereafter began to call themselves the Senate. 

The tax problem, as well as the fact that all male members of the 
Polish gentry were obligated to render military service in times of war, 
created the basis for the rapid development of that group’s political 
power. As early as during Jagiello’s reign, the crown had to grant 
personal immunity to the members of the nobility.® Later King Cas- 
imir granted the gentry another important privilege, known as the 
“Privilege of Nieszawa,” by which he promised to convene a congress 
of deputies of the various provincial nobles’ conventions and to accept 
its advice on all important matters. Thus the Polish Diet was born.® 

The Diet, and especially the House of Deputies, began to play an 
ever-increasing role in the nation’s government. The House gradually 
assumed the right to impose taxes, greatly augmenting the power of 
the nobility over the rest of the nation. This increase in the gentry’s 
power soon made itself felt in legislation profitable to that class but 
detrimental to the interests of other groups within the nation. 

The Diet’s legislative powers were confirmed in the so-called “Nihil 
Novi” Act of 1505, which stipulated that no new legislation could be 
adopted in Poland without the consent of the Diet. The House of 
Deputies, far more powerful than the Senate, transacted business under 
the chairmanship of a Speaker (called a Marshal) who was elected for 
the duration of the session.® The voting procedure was based on the 
principle of unanimity, every bill requiring the approval of all the 
deputies. Each individual deputy therefore possessed a theoretical veto 
power over any bill he opposed. This “liberum veto” could be es- 
pecially hampering to the legislative process, because all the bills voted 
at any session were frequently embodied in a single act. Consequently, 
the veto of any bill was, in effect, a veto of all the bills in the act under 

®The so-called “Neminem captivabimus” privilege o£ 1430 reads: “We shall not imprison 
anyone without lawful verdict.” 

® Regular Diets were held for six weeks every two years; extraordinary sessions were con- 
vened by the King whenever necessary. 
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consideration. These dangers, however, were merely theoretical dur- 
ing the Jagellonian period, for at that time small minorities opposed to 
any given legislation refrained from using their veto power and con- 
tented themselves with compromise concessions obtained from the 
majority under the implicit threat of the veto. 

The Diet, dominated by the gentry-controlled House of Deputies, 
soon began to use its power to impose its will in questions concerning 
the properties of the crown and the treasury’s income. 

Sixteenth-century Poland was closely connected, both politically and 
culturally, with Western and Central Europe. Most of the conditions 
which gave rise to the Reformation movement in other European coun- 
tries existed in Poland as well, and the intellectual and religious trends 
which permeated those countries were equally potent in Poland. All 
the major Protestant denominations found enthusiastic supporters in 
Poland, sometimes motivated not so much by religious conviction as 
by reluctance to pay tithes and St. Peter’s penny, as well as the desire to 
appropriate Church estates. 

Lutheranism preceded the other Protestant denominations in Poland. 
Perhaps because it first took root among the German-speaking burgh- 
ers of the Polish-Pomeranian cities, which frequently regarded them- 
selves as free cities under Poland’s protection rather than as constituent 
parts of Poland, the Polish Government reacted with severe edicts 
against the “heretics.” But these edicts were diificult to carry out, 
especially since Polish Pomerania was the immediate neighbor of East 
Prussia, which was ruled by a Lutheran prince, a vassal of Poland and, 
by virtue of his position, a ranking Polish senator. Moreover, as sub- 
sequent waves of Protestant ideas gained wide influence among the 
gentry and officialdom, the anti-Protestant laws lapsed because the tem- 
poral powers generally did not carry out the sentences imposed by ec- 
clesiastical courts. A number of sects which were persecuted in all 
other countries (including Protestant states) found refuge and follow- 
ers in Poland. 

The most important permanent effect of the Reformation in Poland 
was the development of a national Polish literature, resulting from the 
attempt of both Protestants and Catholics to reach the laity and the less 
educated classes. 


Poland and Lithuania 

Although the original effort to achieve Polish-Lithuanian unification 
by the absorption of Lithuania into Poland had failed, the two countries 
continued to collaborate very closely as long as they were threatened by 
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the Teutonic Order, During most of the Jagellonian period both 
countries had common rulers. At times this link was discarded 
and Lithuania had a Grand Duke of its own^^ (usually a younger 
brother of the King of Poland), or a separate Administrator, die com- 
mon monarch retaining the Grand-Ducal title but delegating author- 
ity to a member of his family. On the whole, Polish-Lithuanian rela- 
tions at that time amounted rather to a close alliance than to an actual 
union. 

Lithuania was always eager to maintain her bonds with Poland. 
The Lithuanian nobility emulated the Polish nobility culturally and 
socially, gradually even adopting the Polish language. Resenting their 
lack of political power, they demanded that parliamentary institutions 
similar to those of Poland be established in Lithuania or that the scope 
of the Polish institutions be extended to include their country. This 
demand was strongly opposed by the Lithuanian aristocracy, descend- 
ants of the junior members of the Grand-Ducal family, who were 
jealous of their exclusive privilege of advising and influencing the 
Grand Duke. 

While the Jagellonian succession in Lithuania was assured, the Poles 
felt secure in the stability of their relations. When the Jagellonian 
dynasty threatened to become extinct, it became necessary to evolve an- 
other tie. At the Diet of Lublin, in 3^569, (three years before the death 
of the last Jagellonian king), a solution was adopted which provided 
for the joint election of a common monarch, to bear the dual title of 
King of Poland and Grand Duke of Lithuania. The two countries 
were also to have a common Diet. Lithuania, however, was to retain 
her autonomy and be governed by her own ministers. Thus the con- 
stitutional basis was laid for what was subsequently known as the 
'‘Commonwealth of the Two Nations,'’ which lasted almost until the 
Partition of Poland. 

Poland Under Elected Kings (i^yz-iyS^) 

The kings of Poland were elected during the Jagellonian period, but 
it had been an established practice that a son or a brother of the king 
was invariably chosen to succeed him. Later elections were no longer 
subject to this restriction. In fact, kinship to the preceding king be- 

Act of Horodlo (1413, known as the Union of Horodlo) provided that Lithuania was 
to have a Grand Duke of its own, appointed by the King of Poland by virtue of his hereditary 
rights over Lithuania, but subject to the consent of the Grand Ducal Council. Moreover, the 
approval of the Grand Duke was necessary to validate the election of a King of Poland. (The 
Grand Duke had to be a descendant of Jagiello.) Whenever the Poles felt that common in- 
terests would best be served by both countries having a common ruler, they simply elected 
the Grand Duke of Lithuania as Kin^ of Polandj. 
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came a handicap because the Polish gentry carefully avoided anything 
resembling dynastic continuity. They feared the creation of conditions 
favorable to the establishment ef absolutism along the pattern pre- 
vailing in much of Europe at diat time. 

Under her freely elected kings, Poland was continually troubled by 
internal weakness and wars — ^most of them fought on Polish soil. Al- 
though the last years of that period saw the introduction of far-reaching 
reforms, these were unable to counteract the effects of the long years 
of decay caused by unstable foreign and domestic relations, or to pre- 
vent the partitions which finally led to the disappearance of the Polish 
state. Research into the causes of that decay is one of the principal 
preoccupations of Polish historical science. 

Meanwhile, after the fall of the Byzantine Empire in 1453, Poland 
was predestined to be Always the first to meet the shock of Turkish 
invasions. During the fifteenth, sixteenth, and seventeenth centuries, 
Poland constantly shed blood in repulsing the onslaughts of the Turks, 
in those days the greatest military power in Europe. King John 
Sobieski’s defeat of the Turks under the walls of Vienna in 1683 made 
him a European hero.^^ 

Poland’s relations with Russia during the period of elected kings 
were decisive for her future. Frequent conflicts took place between 
Poland and Russia over boundary questions and Poland often interfered 
in Russian affairs. The new Russian dynasty (the Romanov) retal- 
iated. The Russians posed as protectors of their Orthodox co-religion- 
ists in Poland and repeatedly intervened in Poland’s elections, includ- 
ing the elections of kings. 

Internally, the most important constitutional innovation of the pe- 
riod was the changed conception of the king’s position. Although he 
was still said to rule “by the grace of God,” he was usually elected^^ on 
the basis of what closely resembled a modern political platform. The 
candidate for the throne promised not only to maintain existing laws 
and recognize the privileges granted by earlier kings,’^^ but also 
pledged himself to a definite program, such as the pursuit of specific 
policies, maintenance of a certain financial relationship with the State, 
and promulgation of specific legislation. The king’s promises were 

“ For additional information on Poland’s role in European politics, including Polish-Swcdish 
relations, sec note on page 130- 

After I573 j kings were elected by a special meeting of all Polish nobles. The election 
was usually by a voice vote and no proper polling procedure ever existed. Hence there were 
many contested elections. 

^The promise to maintain existing laws and to uphold privileges granted by predecessors 
was usually a part of the coronation oath in every constitutional monarchy. It is the other 
elements of the ‘‘pacta conventa” which gave that institution its special significance. 



94 


POLAND 


put into contractual form, called “pacta conventa,” and confirmed by 
him under oath. The ambition to become king often prompted aspir- 
ants to make promises considerably limiting the royal power and it was 
difficult for them subsequently to evade the provisions of the “pacta 
conventa,” which usually contained a clause authorizing the nation to 
withhold obedience from the king if he broke his pledges. 

The “Confederations'’ were another important constitutional innova- 
tion. Originally formed for the purpose of pursuing the common aims 
of the membership, they soon assumed an important function in public 
life. The crisis that arose after the death of the last Jagellonian was 
overcome by the formation of a confederation of the gentry, represent- 
ing the entire Polish body politic. Once it was accepted that a confed- 
eration could take the place of royal authority during an “interregnum,” 
it soon was taken for granted that a confederation could replace royal 
authority during the king’s absence from the country, or whenever the 
nobility wished to force the king into a course of action he was reluc- 
tant to follow. Thus the confederations became an instrument for cir- 
cumventing constitutional processes which involved royal assent. 

The so-called General Confederation was regarded as representing 
the entire Polish gentry and, therefore, as superior to the king and 
vested with the power to bring the king to judgment. It is interesting 
to note that in the confederations, as well as in their specific bodies, in- 
cluding the General Council (organized along the model of tlie Diet), 
all decisions were reached by a majority vote, while the regular Diets 
required the unanimous vote of the Deputies for the adoption of bills. 
As a result, the confederations lent themselves widely to irregular and 
unconstitutional procedures. Powerful individuals could always or- 
ganize a confederation and use it as a pressure group against the king 
or the Diet. Despite consistent abuses, however, the Polish gentry con- 
sidered the confederations a safeguard of their constitutional liberties 
and could not be persuaded to limit their power. 

The most important change in Poland’s constitutional life during this 
period was brought about not by legislation, but by custom. We have 
seen how the “liberum veto” of each member of the House of Deputies 
was interpreted in the Jagellonian period and why it did not cause 
difficulties at that time. Later, however, there was less restraint. After 
the middle of the seventeenth century, the right of the “liberum veto” 
was frequently invoked against legislation opposed only by small mi. 
norities or even by individuals. Its frequent use was especially dis, 
astrous because the “liberum veto” of any bill invalidated all other bills 
adopted at the same session of the Diet and thus often brought all 
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legislative activity to a standstill, gravely hampering Poland’s develop- 
ment. The certainty of a “liberum veto” of any measure which, while 
aiming to modernize Poland’s governmental, social, or legal structure, 
interfered with the privileges of the nobility lowered the level of politi- 
cal thinking. In order to circumvent this threat and to enact the most 
essential legislation, the members of the Diet often constituted them- 
selves a “confederation,” which enabled them to reach a decision by a 
majority vote. Although great doubts existed as to the constitutionality 
of this expedient, it should be remembered that most of the reform bills 
of the second half of the eighteenth century were adopted in this way. 

Under the elected kings, Poland was almost continuously engaged in 
war. It was only during the last years of that period that Poland en- 
joyed peace, which permitted the development of the intellectual basis 
for a movement of reform that was soon to play an important role. 
Two questions of internal policy constantly agitated the minds of the 
Polish gentry and repeatedly cropped up in Polish political debates 
under various forms: the dread of absolute royal power and the ques- 
tion of the treatment of Dissidents. 

Absolute royal power became the most abhorred of political institu- 
tions. Poland’s constitutional organization at the close of the Jagel- 
lonian period contained provisions which enabled the king to exercise 
his power within the limits of existing legislation but prevented him 
from extending his authority beyond those limits. The Polish nobility, 
however, often considered these provisions inadequate, hence the intro- 
duction of additional limitations upon royal prerogatives by means of 
the “pacta conventa,” frequent use of the veto power, and the confedera- 
tions. The fear that the king might use a standing army to strengthen 
his power led the Diet to refuse repeatedly to authorize taxes for the 
upkeep of a larger regular army, with the result that Poland almost 
invariably lost the first battles in every war. Furthermore, whatever 
the final outcome, most of the wars were fought on Polish territory be- 
cause of Poland’s initial military weakness. 

The other question which preoccupied the Polish noBles was that of 
the Dissidents, including both Protestants and adherents of the Greek- 
Orthodox Church. We have seen how conditions in Poland under the 
last Jagellonian king favored the spread of Protestant creeds. Al- 
though the Catholics rapidly regained ground after the Council of 
Trent had drawn a clear dividing line between Catholicism and Prot- 
estantism, and after the newly created Jesuit Order began its work, the 
spirit of tolerance was still strong in Poland. 

Shortly after the death of the last Jagellonian king. Catholics and 
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Protestants formed the Confederation of Warsaw (1573) for the pur- 
pose of establishing the principles upon which their relations would 
subsequently rest. The Act of the Confederation of Warsaw pro- 
claimed full equality between Catholics and Protestants in public and 
private rights and expressly condemned religious persecution. For 
nearly a century these principles were honored, although the Protestants 
were a gradually diminishing group in Poland. The decline of Prot- 
estantism was a result both of intensive proselyting work on the part of 
the Jesuits and other Catholic Orders and of the policy of some of die 
kings who respected the equal rights of the Protestants but in effect 
encouraged conversion to Catholicism by rewarding it with public 
favors. 

Poland’s continuous wars with Turkey and Sweden — which had im- 
portant religious aspects — tended to strengthen Catholic sentiment and 
the Catholic hierarchy worked tirelessly to tie up Polish national devo- 
tion with devotion to the Catholic Church. In this connection, die col- 
laboration of Polish Protestants with the Swedes during the war of 
1654-1660 was very detrimental to Protestantism in Poland. During 
that war and, to an even greater extent, after the war, thousands of 
Protestants adopted Catholicism in order to dissociate themselves from 
the pro-Swedish policy of their leaders and to escape the suspicion 
of disloyalty. However, except for the banishment of Anti-Trinitarians 
(known in Poland as Aryans), the legal rights of the Protestants re- 
mained unimpaired. It was not until early in the eighteenth century 
that, under the influence of religious bigotry, legal discrimination began 
to be applied to the .small remnants of Polish Protestantism. 

The adherents of the Greek-Orthodox Church always enjoyed full 
civil rights. Until the end of the sixteenth century, they also enjoyed 
full public rights and occupied many prominent offices, particularly in 
Lithuania. However, when a Union was concluded between the 
Orthodox and the Catholic Churches in Poland in 1595, creating tlie 
Greek-Catholic Church, the privileges theretofore enjoyed by the ad- 
herents of the former passed to the Greek-Catholics. Thenceforth the 
Greek-Orthodox Church no longer had any official status. Moreover, 
since most of the Orthodox nobles had adopted Catholicism, there were 
now few members of the Orthodox Church eligible for public office. 
About the middle of the eighteenth century, Protestants and members 
of the Greek-Orthodox Church sought jointly to re-establish religious 
equality in Poland. They encountered strong opposition, but it was 
finally overcome by the open intervention of Russia and Prussia in 
their favor some time later. 
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Meanwhile, the loss of status by the Greek-Orthodox Church was 
greatly resented by the Cossacks, most of whom were Greek-Orthodox, 
and was one of the reasons for the repeated Cossack rebellions, the 
most important of which (from the standpoint of long-range effects) 
began in 1648. To an even greater extent, the Cossack rebellions were 
caused by the efforts of the Polish land-owners in the Ruthenian prov- 
inces to reduce the Cossacks to the level of peasants. 

The Cossacks had always enjoyed the status of freemen; those under 
Polish sovereignty lived on free land along the shores of the lower 
Dnieper. Agriculture was one of their chief occupations, but a con- 
siderable number of them were professional soldiers who served Poland 
as mercenaries in her wars against Russia and Turkey. When Poland 
was not at war with Russia or Turkey, the Cossacks frequently organ- 
ized independent expeditions into the Turkish borderlands or even 
against Turkish cities on the Black Sea coast. These ventures, like 
those of the Tartars, who, while nominally subject to Turkey, often 
engaged in unofficial attacks on Poland, created considerable tension be- 
tween Poland and Turkey. The decision of the Polish Government to 
put an end to this problem by exercising stricter control over the Cos- 
sacks was still another reason for the great Cossack insurrection. How- 
ever, the threat of reduction to peasant status, involving the obligation 
to render part-time free labor service on the estates of the Polish land- 
lords, was undoubtedly the main reason for the uprising. 

The great Cossack rebellion, coupled with the war against the 
Tartars, who cooperated for a time with the Cossacks, and the war with 
Russia which broke out in connection with it some years later, was one 
of the bloodiest and most cruel conflicts ever fought on Polish soil. All 
of Poland’s Ruthenian provinces were laid waste. The Cossacks finally 
placed themselves under Russian protection, and the Ukraine was ulti- 
mately divided between Poland and Russia. Fought between 1648 and 
1660, these wars wrought irreparable damage in Poland, leaving in their 
wake immense material and cultural destruction and laying the founda- 
tion for Poland’s subsequent downfall. 

The Economic and Social Structure of Pre-Partition Poland 

Poland’s economic and social history up to the end of the eighteenth 
century falls into two main periods. During the first, Poland was di- 
vided into numerous self-contained economic units with a minimum of 
trade between them, while in the later period economic life became 
increasingly dependent upon a market for the goods produced by the 
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country. In both periods, agriculture was the mainstay of Poland’s 
economy. 

The economic units of the first period may be divided into two cate- 
gories. On the one hand, there were the fair-sized estates, consisting 
partly of arable land but mostly of wooded areas. They were either 
inhabited by nobles who had inherited them or received them from the 
king as a reward for services, and by peasants, or they belonged to 
monasteries. On the other hand, there were tlie towns, surrounded 
within an easily accessible radius by a limited number of estates of vary- 
ing size and similarly inhabited by nobles and peasants. 

The isolated estate was by far the predominant form. Its owner, in 
accordance with feudal custom, was obliged to render military service 
at the behest of his overlord — the king or the regional duke. His chief 
occupation in peacetime was hunting, which at that time was not just a 
pleasant sport but a highly important economic function. In most 
cases, the landlord did not take part in agricultural production. This 
was the main occupation of the peasants, who paid their rent in agricul- 
tural produce which provided sustenance for the landlord, his family, 
and his servants. The peasants were free at first to move from one 
estate to another, but gradually limitations were imposed which re- 
stricted their right of movement. The villages were usually autono- 
mous, although the elders were not always chosen by free election. 
In making grants to deserving knights, the kings often bestowed upon 
them the right to appoint village elders. 

Taxes at the time were extremely light. Whenever the king or the 
regional duke needed supplies for his wars, he usually found it more 
practical to obtain them by raising the rent of the peasants on his own 
estates than by general taxation. It was only in the fourteendi century, 
when the use of money became more frequent, that the kings were 
able to levy taxes in money. The gentry strenuously resisted this in- 
novation and finally succeeded in manipulating King Louis (1370- 
t382) into granting them almost total tax exemption. 

The second type of economic unit in that early period was the town, 
with its fringe of estates of varying size. The essential difference be- 
tween the economic life of isolated estates and those near towns con- 
sisted in the fact that the towns provided small but ready markets for 
agricultural produce. The chief importance of the towns, however, 
was that they served as channels through which limited quantities of 
foreign goods penetrated into the country, thus improving the living 
standard in the neighboring areas. Such improvement, of course, was 
usually limited to the gentry. 
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The handicraftsmen who settled in the towns also produced various 
goods, often in competition with the peasants’ home industries, and 
since the city products were superior in quality, they contributed to the 
gradual decline of home industry in the countryside. Instead of col- 
lecting part of their rents in the form of peasant-handicraft products, 
the landlords preferred to buy city goods and increased the rents in 
agricultural produce instead. 

During the thirteenth century, several large-scale Tartar invasions 
destroyed practically all Polish towns. The dukes turned to foreign 
countries, especially to Germany, Poland’s nearest neighbor, in quest of 
prospective settlers. The promise of various privileges brought a con- 
siderable number of immigrants into Poland. 

Although not all the Germans settled in towns (many settled on 
farms), it was the German colonization of Polish towns that became the 
paramount feature of the German migration to Poland. In accordance 
with the mediaeval principle of personal law, the Germans were per- 
mitted to establish their own administrative and juridical systems in the 
towns where they settled. These towns — “German-law towns,” as they 
were called — were administered by officials elected by the original set- 
tlers and their descendants. However, the right to appoint the highest 
officials was often reserved by the king or duke who granted the origi- 
nal charter of settlement. The fact that Poland’s towns were ruled by 
German law and the fact that most of their inhabitants were German 
influenced their future, for a feeling soon developed among the gentry 
that the towns were not really p^t of Polish national life. As a result, 
the towns never acquired any influence in national affairs. 

The second part of the fifteenth century is known in history as a 
period of great discoveries. Poland did not take any direct part in the 
treasure-hunting overseas expeditions which resulted in the discovery 
of new lands and tlieir subsequent colonization,^^ but it felt the influ- 
ence of the new trends which followed these developments. One of the 
most important results of the great discoveries was the growth of many 
western European towns (mostly Dutch and British seaports) into 
thriving trading communities, with populations too great to be fed by 
the immediate countryside. Poland soon came into the picture as the 
most reliable source of additional foodstuffs, mostly grain. Of course 
the process of converting the heretofore self-contained Polish landed 
estates into large-scale suppliers of grain took some time. The Polish 
grain trade was conducted chiefly by wholesale merchants who resided 

Individual Poles took part in various overseas expeditions, but did it under foreign auspi- 
ces. Small groups of Poles were among tlie original settlers of Virginia. 
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ilmost exclusively in the city of Danzig, which enjoyed an autonomous 
status under Polish sovereignty. The Danzig wholesalers offered ever 
higher prices for grain in order to induce the Polish landlords to in- 
crease production beyond their own needs, thus creating a marketable 
surplus. 

Decisive changes then began to take place in the position of the Polish 
peasantry. The gentry gradually began to demand that the peasants 
render part-time unpaid service on the fields of their landlords. Such 
labor was levied either in lieu of a part of the existing rents, or as an 
outright additional obligation. The peasants attempted to escape this 
new burden by moving to other areas, but the gentry soon adopted 
legislation depriving them of the freedom of movement and subjecting 
them to the jurisdiction of their landlords. 

The amount of work (socage) to be done by the peasants for their 
landlords was expressed in terms of work days per week and fixed by 
custom or by law. It varied in different regions. The demands of the 
landlords increased with the improvement of the market for Polish 
grain, but the peasants had no legal recourse. According to the law, 
the landlords were sole judges in all criminal and civil cases involving 
the peasants. Despite frequent criticism by progressive thinkers, these 
conditions persisted in most of Poland, with only minor changes, until 
the nineteenth century. Peasant living conditions were better on 
estates belonging to the crown or to the Church, where their obligation 
to work for the landlord was either kept within reasonable limits or 
replaced entirely by the payment of rent in produce or money. Peas- 
ants on private estates, however, could escape servitude only by r unn ing 
away. Those in the Ruthenian provinces often fled to the Cossacks, 
who therefore had exact knowledge of the treatment of peasants in 
Poland and resented all the more the proposal to reduce them to peas- 
ant status. 

The large exports of grain and timber brought considerable wealth 
to the Polish gentry. A large part of the money received by the Polish 
nobles was spent for foreign products purchased abroad and the politi- 
:al power of the gentry was so great that a law was soon passed exempt- 
ing them from payment of .customs duties. The Polish towns were 
Jius placed at a great disadvantage. On the one hand, they could not 
:ontinue to function as importers of foreign goods. Their only possible 
mstomers, the nobles, were able to purchase them more cheaply direct 
From foreign merchants, thus eliminating both the profit margin of 
the Polish importer and the customs duties which Polish burghers still 



POLAND 


lOI 


had to pay. On the other hand, the fact that the nobles could purchase 
cheaply the finished products of skilled foreign artisans discouraged 
domestic handicrafts. At the same time, the burghers and the Jews in 
the Polish towns had to pay most of the taxes, for the gentry paid almost 
no taxes at all and the clergy paid only such taxes as they chose. 

The development of the Polish towns — with several exceptions in 
Poland proper and with the exception of Pomeranian towns, which en- 
joyed special status — lagged far behind that of the towns of Western 
Europe. Both the economic handicaps outlined above and the per- 
sistent feeling among the gentry that the towns, because of their origi- 
nally predominant German population, did not belong to the Polish 
body politic, prevented them from acquiring political importance. The 
occasional representation they were permitted at first in the Chamber 
of Deputies soon disappeared altogether. 

In internal administration, only so-called royal towns, that is, towns 
established on the basis of a royal charter, preserved their autonomy. 
It was therefore mainly in royal towns that tlie descendants of later 
settlers, deprived of the franchise, vigorously pressed their demands 
for the right to vote. In many cases the crown finally had to intervene 
to break the deadlock created by the outright refusal of the “old” fam- 
ilies to accede to these demands. 

In the fifteenth century, the Jews began to play a considerable part in 
the economic life of Poland. Jews had probably lived in Poland from 
its earliest recorded history, but it was not until the thirteenth century 
that the first official charter was issued permitting them to live in that 
part of Poland which was ruled by the duke who granted the charter. 
During the next hundred years a large number of Jews, expelled from 
many western European countries, where they were severely perse- 
cuted, migrated to Poland. In the fourteenth century. King Casimir 
the Great extended the regional charter to include all of Poland and 
also broadened its scope. In this early period, the Jews usually engaged 
in occupations which at that time were forbidden to Christians, such as 
money-lending and pawnbroking. Other Jews were employed at vari- 
ous trades and some of them owned farms. There is also evidence that 
Jews held various offices under the kings of Poland, mosdy taking 
charge of their financial affairs, supervising mints, exchanging foreign 
coins, and so forth. 

The position of the Jews changed for the worse in the fifteenth cen- 
tury. Although Jews had always lived in special districts in the towns, 
a rigorous ghetto system was now introduced. At the same time the 
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number of Jews increased greatly, forcing them to venture outside the 
traditional Jewish trades, and certain trades thenceforth assumed a 
predominantly Jewish character in Poland. 

Jews were widely and genuinely tolerated in Poland, and while there 
were isolated cases of cruel persecution of individuals — ^mostly of 
learned Jews whose intellectual contact with Christians was greatly 
resented in some circles — there were never any mass pogroms or mass 
expulsions of Jews from their homes. One other fact is worth noting. 
Converted Jews were granted the status of nobility, for some time auto- 
matically, later by authorization of the Diet. 

Culture and Literature in Pre-Partition Poland^" 

Three elements are characteristic of Polish culture as a whole. First, 
it is a Western culture with a Latin basis, Poland being the easternmost 
area of Latin culture in Europe. Second, its development has been 
uneven and frequently checked by a variety of factors, such as internal 
misrule in the latter half of the seventeenth and the first half of the 
eighteenth centuries, and the effects of partition. Third, the peak of 
its development in all fields — literature, art, and science — came at a 
time when there was no independent Polish state. 

In the pre-Partition period, Polish culture was characterized by its 
decentralization and its essentially rural pattern, in contrast to the urban 
culture of the West, and the fact that, in the main, it was limited to the 
gentry. 

There is no record of Polish culture in pre-Christian Poland. We 
can, however, assume that it was similar to that of other Slav tribes, 
based on tribal traditions, limited local self-rule, and a primitive 
paganism. Available records reach back to the tenth century, when 
Poland emerged as a national identity. These show that Polish culture 
lagged behind that of other Western European nations, probably be- 
cause of Poland’s later entry into recorded history. 

As in the rest of Europe, the Roman Catholic Church was the first 
to spread spiritual and to some extent also material culture. It was 
in monasteries that monks created the first monuments of Polish litera- 
ture: annals, written in Latin, the earliest of which date back to the 
late tenth century. Polish chronicles, which emerged from these an- 
nals, were represented by Callus, Kadlubek, and j’anko of Czarnkow, 
who wrote in the twelfth, thirteenth, and fourteenth centuries respec- 
tively. The first writings in Polish appeared in the thirteenth and four- 
teenth c enturies. They were collections of sermons, the so-called Flo- 

This section was contributed by Professor Manfred Kridl, Smith College. 
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rian psalter, and, above all, die well-known hymn to the Virgin Mary 
(the “Bogurodzica” hymn). All that early literature was of a purely re- 
ligious character. Lay literature, such as ballads, legends, and folk- 
songs, existed, but no written versions have been found. 

In the field of architecture, the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries 
saw the gradual substitution of brick and stone buildings, adorned by 
sculpture and painting, for the earlier wooden buildings which disap- 
peared almost without a trace. Few monuments of the early Ro- 
manesque style have survived. Foremost among them are the 
Churches of the Holy Cross and St. Adalbert in Cracow, and the first 
brick church, that of St. James, in Sandomierz. The monuments of 
early Polish sculpture, painting (mostly illuminated missals), and 
music are few. The first Polish schools were established in connection 
with cathedrals, collegiates, and parish churches. 

With the increase of Poland’s political power in the fourteenth and 
fifteenth centuries, the cultural level rose as well. King Casimir the 
Great stimulated this development. He built many walled cities and 
castles and established Cracow University in 1364. Reorganized in 
1400, it was subsequently called the Jagellonian University. The fif- 
teenth century witnessed its greatest development, when almost half of 
its enrollment consisted of foreigners (Hungarians, Germans, and even 
Swiss). The famous astronomers, Adalbertus of Brudzew and Nico- 
laus Copernicus, were alumni of the Jagellonian University. The level 
of other schools also improved, and, for the first time, educated laymen 
began to appear. The Polish delegations at the councils of Constance 
and Basle were notable for the education and eloquence of their mem- 
bers. Some towns developed rapidly, and by the end of the fifteendi 
century the capital city of Cracow compared favorably with Western 
European cities in the cultural level of its burghers, the splendor of its 
royal, episcopal, and lords’ courts, and its scientific and artistic achieve- 
ments. 

Latin was still predominant in literature. Notable advances were 
achieved in learning, theology, rhetoric, and Latin poetry. John 
Dlugosz, Polish historian of the fifteenth century, could well be com- 
pared with outstanding contemporary historians of other countries. 
He made extensive use of source material in his Polish Chronicle. An- 
other contemporary, John Ostrorog, usually considered Poland’s first 
political writer, wrote the Latin treatise, Monumentum pro Reipublicae 
Ordinalione, assailing the ties between State and Church and the pay- 
ment of St. Peter’s penny. He also protested against the appointment 
of Bishops by the Pope and demanded the unification of Polish laws. 



POLAND 


104 

Humanism found a ready response in Poland and was spread bodi by 
foreigners — among whom Philip Buonacorsi Callimachus is the best 
known — and by Poles who had studied abroad. The number of 
writings in Polish increased. While the prose of the period was all of 
a religious nature, comprising translations of psalms and sections of tire 
Bible, the poetry was not exclusively religious and the earliest known 
Polish lyric verse was produced at that time. First attempts to fix 
Polish spelling were made in the fifteenth century. 

Gothic architecture made its appearance in Poland in the fourteenth 
century. The Polish form of the Gothic style was characterized by the 
use of brick instead of the stone which is dominant in Western Euro- 
pean Gothic. The best-known monuments of Polish Gothic architec- 
ture are St. Mary’s Church in Cracow, part of the Cracow Cathedral, 
and the old building of the Jagellonian University. Polish Gothic 
sculpture is best represented by Wit Stwosz’s famous carved wooden 
altar in St. Mary’s Church in Cracow. Few relics of Polish painting 
survive from that period, and its music had an almost exclusively 
liturgical character. 

In the sixteenth century, Poland was the only great Slav power in 
Europe. Russia was still under the spell of Mongolian influence, Bo- 
hemia had passed the peak of its power, and the Balkan states were 
under Turkish rule. Poland was highly esteemed by her neighbors, 
politically and culturally, hence the election of Polish princes to the 
thrones of Bohemia and Hungary as well as Prussia’s decision to become 
Poland’s fief. Germans living in Poland gradually became assimilated, 
while Lithuanians and Ruthenians accepted Polish culture as their own. 

Thanks to the high development of Polish culture, the sixteenth cen- 
tury has been called Poland’s “Golden Age.” This development was 
partly an outgrowth of the Polish gentry’s struggle against royal su- 
premacy and the influence of the magnates, which gave rise to an 
abundant political literature. Humanistic influences account for the 
development of poetry, while the religious discussion which attended 
the spread of the Reformation led to an increase of writings in the 
Polish language, which gradually assumed the place theretofore oc- 
cupied by Latin. The most outstanding political writer of the period 
was Andrew Modrzewski, author of the Latin treatise De Republica 
Emendanda, which demanded admission of the burghers to certain 
privileges of the gentry, equality before the law for all Poles, and per- 
sonal liberty for the peasants. In the sphere of international politics, 
Modrzewski advocated a system which would make war impossible 
and devised plans for the reconciliation of the Catholic and Protestant 
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Churches. Most of Modrzewski’s ideas were centuries in advance of 
his time, hence his notoriety. 

The basis for a literature in the Polish language was created by Nico- 
laus Rey, a Protestant noble of the sixteenth century, who was an ex- 
tremely prolific writer. While a considerable part of his work was 
devoted to religious polemics, he also wrote much prose and verse of 
general interest, thereby demonstrating that the Polish language was 
suited to a variety of literary forms. Rey’s writings are of great inter- 
est even today, not only because they are an excellent example of six- 
teenth century Polish, but also because of their intrinsic value. Gen- 
uine poetry was written by John Kochanowski, admittedly the greatest 
Slav poet of his time. Having studied in Italy and France, he decided 
to follow Ronsard’s ideas by creating national Polish poetry, pat- 
terned on classic models. His genius, however, transcended the 
pattern set by Ronsard, and he is still read today for the excellence of 
his style and his profound expression of universal human emotions. 
His “Threnodies” and his paraphrases of David’s Psalter are master- 
pieces. Public speaking was represented by Father Peter Skarga, a 
Jesuit who was chaplain to King Sigismund III. In his “Parliamen- 
tary Sermons,” Father Skarga advocated strengthening of the royal 
power and curbs on Protestantism, but he also demanded justice for 
the peasants, whose oppression by the landlords had become increas- 
ingly disturbing. Skarga’s sermons are models of eloquence and 
piety. 

While Kochanowski, Modrzewski, Rey, and Skarga were the out- 
standing protagonists of Polish literature in the “Golden Age,” they 
were followed by a large number of gifted poets, political writers, and 
historians, many of whom had a wide European background as a re- 
sult of education or diplomatic service abroad. The first book (a 
prayer-book) to be printed in Polish appeared in the early i6th cen- 
tury, but by the end of the century books in Polish were fairly com- 
mon. Most of them were printed in Cracow, one of the most impor- 
tant printing centers in Europe at that time. 

We have already seen how the development of the Protestant move- 
ment favored the development of Polish literature. It contributed also 
to the spreading of culture to provincial cities, due probably to the de- 
sire of each Protestant denomination to have its own academic and 
publication center. Many Polish Protestant theologians enjoyed high 
esteem among Protestants throughout Europe (John Laski, John Se- 
klucjan, and others). In 1561, one of the Protestant denominations 
published the first complete Polish translation of the Bible. 
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Although Polish schools, notably Cracow University, lagged behind 
this splendid intellectual development, many prominent scientists lived 
and worked in Poland in the fields of medicine, classical philology, 
and law. Outstanding among them was Nicolaus Copernicus, the 
author of the treatise De Revolutionibus Orbium Coelestium (pub- 
lished in 1543). New universities were established in Zamosc (1595) 
and Wilno (1578), but only the latter survived. 

In the field of architecture, the Renaissance style triumphed. The 
best examples of it are the Royal Castle in Cracow and Cracow Ca- 
thedral, in which new parts, in Renaissance style, were added or super- 
imposed on earlier parts. Sculpture was strictly religious and limited 
to church decoration, while painting was done principally by Italian 
and German painters living in Poland. Church music was also under 
Italian influence. 

The “Golden Age” continued through the early seventeenth century. 
At that time Polish poetry was represented by the humanist, Simon 
Szymonowicz, while Father Matthew Sarbiewski wrote excellent Latin 
poetry, widely read throughout Europe. But as the seventeenth cen- 
tury advanced, a decline became noticeable. The reasons are plain. 
The “Golden Age” grew out of three elements: the political situation, 
humanist contacts with foreign countries, and the Protestant move- 
ment. In the seventeenth century the gentry, having attained all their 
political aims, became a conservative class unable to bring forth new 
ideas. Humanist contacts with foreign countries became scarce, while 
political factors hastened the decline of Protestantism. Moreover, 
Poland was almost continually at war during the seventeenth century 
and many of the wars ravaged the cultural centers of Poland. 

All of these factors combined to lower Poland’s cultural level. Lit- 
erature became baroque in style and “Sarmatian” (narrowly Polish) in 
outlook and interest, in contrast to the worldwide interest and outlook 
of the poets and writers of the preceding century. The best-known 
poet of the period is Waclaw Potocki, whose language is a fine speci- 
men of seventeenth-century Polish. But the works of most contempo- 
rary writers were less pure linguistically and abundantly seasoned with 
Latin. An excellent example of the contemporary style is the 
“Memoirs” of John C. Pasek, a Polish noble who was active in the 
nation’s affairs in the seventeenth century and left a rather noteworthy 
account of his experiences. A new and interesting literature came into 
being in the towns, among the burghers, but relatively little of it has 
survived. It was also at this time that the first Polish paper, “The 
Polish Mercury,” was published. In architecture, baroque became pre- 
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dominant and left its imprint on many Polish cities, mostly in the form 
of imposing churches. 

It is important to note that throughout the seventeenth century the 
influence of Polish culture was very strong among the Ruthenians and 
Lithuanians. The gentry of these nations adopted Polish as their lan- 
guage, leaving their own languages to the peasants. For a short time, 
Polish culture exercised a similar influence in Russia until political and 
religious factors intervened to end it. 

While Polish culture continued to decline in the early eighteenth 
century, there were exceptions in the persons of Bishop Joseph A. 
Zaluski, founder of the first Polish public library consisting of about 
200,000 volumes (a very large library for that time), Elizabeth Druz- 
backa, first Polish woman writer, and King Stanislaw Leszczynski. 
The latter wrote the political treatise, The Tree Voice, Safeguarding 
Freedom, which advocated certain constitutional reforms. The activ- 
ity of Father Stanislaus Konarski was especially noteworthy. A Piarist, 
he established modern schools under the auspices of his Order whose 
popularity forced the Jesuits and other orders to adopt more modern 
curricula in their own schools, including Polish instruction in class- 
rooms where Latin had reigned supreme. He was also a political writer 
of consequence and is best known for his criticism of the “liberum veto.” 

Belated Reforms and the Partitions of Poland (lyS^-iyg^) 

Toward the middle of the eighteenth century, criticism of some of 
Poland’s institutions spread among the gentry, and a faction gradually 
emerged which advocated substantial changes in Poland’s governmental 
apparatus. This group urged some strengthening of executive power, 
a more orderly process of legislation — ^mainly by elimination of the 
“liberum veto” system — and reorganization of the judiciary. The re- 
form party, commonly called the “Family,” tried to obtain the king’s 
support for its program. Augustus III, who was also Prince-Elector of 
Saxony, had his own aim, namely the establishment of a hereditary 
monarchy with his own family as the ruling dynasty. The two pro- 
grams were combined and presented jointly for public discussion. The 
conservative faction which opposed these reforms was commonly 
called “Republican.” In the name of Republicanism,^’^ it defended the 
electoral method of determining royal succession and especially the 

Many of the original leaders of the reform party were members of the influential Czartoryski 
family. Hence the name “Family” was applied to that party. 

Since its kings were elected and the origin of their power thus lay with the Polish nation 
(at that time regarded as being fully represented by the gentry alone), Poland was considered 
a Republic, not a monarchy. 
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“liberum veto” as the only effective safeguards of individual rights 
against the preponderance of the state.^® 

The struggle between the Polish factions was complicated by the 
fact that they were used by rival foreign powers which sought to in- 
fluence Poland for their own ends. As of old, therefore, conflicting 
views regarding Poland’s domestic policy became intricately interwoven 
with conflicting orientations in foreign policy. The “Family” favored 
the maintenance of close tics with Russia and hoped to achieve their 
proposed constitutional reforms without antagonizing Russia. They 
believed their eastern neighbor could be persuaded to agree to them in 
exchange for assurances of a foreign policy conforming to Russian de- 
sires. 

Russia, however, soon decided that it would be more profitable to 
have a weak Poland as a neighbor. Soon after the death of Augustus 
III and the election of the “Family” candidate to the throne in the 
person of Stanislaus Augustus (1764-1795), the last king of independ- 
ent Poland, the influence of Catherine II, Empress of Russia, caused the 
reform program to be whittled down. A judicial reform bill was 
passed and a permanent council of state was established, the deputies’ 
privilege of “liberum veto” was limited to bills concerning constitu- 
tional and political matters, and full equality of non-Catholic Christians 
was proclaimed. All other provisions of the old constitutional system 
were expressly upheld. A few years later, after the suppression of the 
Jesuit Order, a Ministry of Public Education was created with the 
power of establishing schools and supervising existing schools. The 
only reform, however, which was favored by all parties — the military 
strengthening of Poland — was thwarted by Russian influence. 

Limited as they were, these reforms enraged the conservatives. In- 
dignation was especially widespread among the bigoted gentry. The 
memory of the Republican struggle against the Russophile “Family” 
was still fresh, and since these measures had Russia’s approval and 
conformed with the wishes of the king (who had been a “Family” 
candidate), the conservative gentry turned not only against the king, 
but also against Russia. 

The signal for the uprising was given by a confederation which was 
formed in 1768, in the town of Bar, by the conservative Republicans. 
It was directed primarily against the king, whom the Republicans 
accused of violating the constitiition of Poland by granting full equality 

^ The supporters o£ the liberum veto considered the principle of unanimous consent the es- 
sence of republicanism. They regarded majority rule as abject a tyranny as rule by an abso- 
lute king. 
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to Dissidents. The Confederation of Bar is often described as Poland’s 
first uprising against foreign oppression, but it must be remembered 
that it was originally directed against progressive reform. When the 
rebellion was finally put down^® by Polish and Russian troops, Poland 
had to pay dearly for it. The First Partition of Poland (1772) was the 
direct result of the civil war started by the Bar Confederation. 

Russia, whose influence was dominant in Poland, was opposed to 
the Partition at first, while Prussia was its driving motor. As a result 
of complicated developments in European politics, however, Russia 
finally had to accept the principle of partition, with Russia and Prussia 
getting parts of Poland and Austria also being admitted to the partner- 
ship. 

Russia received a slice of Lithuania, an area mostly ' Russian and 
White Russian in population and of minor importance; Prussia took 
Polish Pomerania and some adjacent areas; Austria received what came 
to be known as Galicia (Southern Poland). The areas taken by Prus- 
sia and Austria were almost purely Polish in population and culture 
and enjoyed a higher level of economic development than the rest of 
Poland. Their loss was highly detrimental to Poland. The three 
“Partition Powers” later submitted a treaty sanctioning the Partition 
for Poland’s signature. It was ratified by the Polish Diet under the 
pressure of Russian troops and Russian bribes to the deputies. 

The years which followed the First Partition were notable for a 
higher level of political thought, due partly to improvements in public 
education brought about by the activities of the Educational Commis- 
sion and partly to intelligent public discussion led by two progressive 
Catliolic priests, Stanislaw Staszic, a burgher, and Hugo Kollatay, a 
nobleman. Additional judicial bills were passed, abolishing mediaeval 
practices in the Polish judiciary. The demands for the extension of 
political rights, including the franchise, to the burghers, and for the 
restoration of efficient military organization gained wide popularity and 
were finally embodied in bills voted by the Diet elected in 1788. 

Full civil rights, including the “neminem captivabimus” privilege 
(see footnote 10) and representation in the House of Deputies, were 
granted to the burghers, and the autonomous city governments were 
modernized. A bill modernizing Poland’s constitutional structure was 
passed by the House of Deputies on May 3, i 79 ij over a small but vocal 
opposition. The Act of May 3 provided Poland with a constimtional 

“ Many Confederates fled abroad, among them Casimir Pulaski, son of one of the leaders and 
himself an officer of the Confederate troops. He .later came to America to fight and die jn jdic 
.Revolutionary War^ 
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structiire patterned in part after the British parliamentary system and 
influenced by the Constitution of the United States and the debates in 
the French Constitutional Assembly. Fortunately, since Poland’s po- 
litical institutions had even previously been similar to those of England 
(although functioning differently), the reforms were acceptable to 
moderate conservatives, for they made no clear-cut break with the past. 

According to the new Constitution, legislative power was vested in 
a bicameral Diet, the houses of which retained the traditional names of 
Senate and House of Deputies. All bills had to pass both Houses and 
were subject to majority approval, thus conclusively abolisliing the 
“liberum veto.” Executive power was vested in the king and a Cabi- 
net responsible to the Diet. It was also established that, upon the death 
of Stanislaus Augustus, Poland was to become a hereditary monarchy 
with the Saxon ruling family as the national dynasty.^® 

In social matters, the Constitution was much more conservative. It 
upheld the existing system of landed estates and the recent law concern- 
ing towns and burghers, but the peasants received no more than a gen- 
eral promise of legal protection. On the whole, however, this Constitu- 
tion established the mechanism for further free political development. 

Having failed to prevent the adoption of the constitutional reform, 
the Conservatives now turned to Russia for aid. Catherine the Great 
made it very plain that she disapproved of the Constitution of May 3. 
The responsible system of government which it established in Poland 
rendered it difficult for irresponsible individuals who might be in 
Russia’s service to gain positions of influence and thus endangered the 
future of Russia’s dominance in Poland. 

As soon as Russia’s wars against Sweden and Turkey were ended, she 
was free to intervene in Poland. The Conservative magnates, deprived 
of their old power by the introduction of responsible government, or- 
ganized the Confederation of 1792 with the aid of a considerable section 
of the gentry. Their avowed aim was to overthrow the Constitution. 
Significantly, the Confederation was organized in the town of Tar- 
gowica, near the Russian border, and most of its leaders came there 
from Russia, where they had fled after the adoption of the Constitution. 

The Conservatives invoked a previous treaty by which Russia had 
guaranteed Polish institutions, asking Russia to enforce it, and the 
Russian government proclaimed that Poland had violated that treaty 
by adopting the new Constitution. Russian troops crossed the Polish 
border and soon pushed back the much weaker Polish troops led by 

“Two members of the Saxon ruling family had been kings of Poland prior to the reign of 
childless Stanislaus Augustus. 
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Prince Joseph Poniatowski, the king’s nephew and Commander-in- 
Chief, and by Generals Kosciuszko (of American Revolutionary fame) 
and Dabrowski, three men who were destined to play a prominent role 
in Polish history. 

The Russian successes frightened the king into joining the Confeder- 
ation of Targowica and thus abolishing die recently adopted Constitu- 
tion. Several of the most prominent advocates of the Constitution and 
some of the generals of the defeated army fled abroad. The Russians 
once more occupied Poland and many of the Polish troop units were 
either disbanded or impressed into Russian service. By that time, anti- 
Russian feeling — strengthened by the news of the progress of the victo- 
rious army of the French Revolution — became so strong that the Rus- 
sians decided to reduce Poland to total impotence. Accordingly, 
Russia and Prussia arranged for the Second Partition, appropriating 
more than one half of the territory left to Poland after the First Parti- 
tion. Following the earlier pattern, a treaty sanctioning the Second 
Partition was also submitted to Poland and the helpless Polish Diet was 
forced to ratify it. 

In the meantime, the ideas of the French Revolution gained consider- 
able influence among the Polish middle classes and the poorer gentry, 
and the victories of French revolutionary troops stirred the imagination 
of many Polish military leaders. A plan was conceived for an armed 
uprising, in alliance with France, against Russia and Prussia, and its 
realization was precipitated by the impending dissolution of the rem- 
nants of the Polish Army. Early in 1794, the insurrection broke out 
under the leadership of Kosciuszko. For over half a year Polish troops, 
reinforced by inadequately armed but enthusiastic peasant volunteers, 
fought against numerically superior Russian and Prussian troops. In 
the end, the Poles were defeated. Kosciuszko was taken prisoner and 
the remaining Polish troops capitulated. 

Kosciuszko and the men who surrounded him were progressives who 
advocated complete freedom for peasants in the social field and the 
establishment of a democratic republic in the political field. However, 
the need to enlist the support of the gentry forced them to modify their 
program. They therefore promised the peasants only personal freedom 
and a reduction in the amount of serf labor (socage), with special privi- 
leges to peasants who had taken an active part in the insurrection. 
Kosciuszko also had to compromise on the political program and 
promise to leave the king in office, although without power. 

After the collapse of the insurrection, all of Poland was occupied by 
Russian and Prussian troops, with Austrians joining them soon after- 
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wards. It was then decided that it was unsafe for the partitioning 
Powers to leave any part of Poland independent. Accordingly, in 1795, 
what remained of Poland after the Second Partition was divided among 
Russia, Prussia, and Austria. That year marked the end of the old 
Polish state. 

Polish Culture in the Time of Stanislaus Augustus 

The reign of Stanislaus Augustus, last king of independent Poland, 
produced new and vigorous cultural development. The quality of the 
schools improved markedly, particularly after the establishment of the 
Educational Commission. Links with Western Europe were renewed, 
but this time it was in France that Polish intellectuals found inspiration. 
French rationalist philosophy and democratic political ideas influenced 
the more advanced Polish thinkers, most of whom were connected with 
the party which worked for political reform and the transformation of 
Poland into a modern nation. Best-known among them were Stanis- 
law Staszic and Hugo Kollatay. 

Foremost among the poets was Bishop Ignatius Krasicki, who wrote 
fables and satires, and was also the aufhor of the first modern Polish 
novel. Francis Karpinski is noteworthy for his religious poems and 
Dyonisius Kniaznin for his interesting erotic lyrics. The Polish thea- 
ter also made great progress, thanks to the large number of plays writ- 
ten in Polish at that time. The playwright who is most memorable 
was Francis Zablocki. Kosciuszko’s aide-de-camp, John U. Niemce- 
wicz, was another widely read novelist and playwright. He also 
adapted much foreign (especially English) literature to Polish and is 
known as the first Polish writer to raise the Jewish question in a novel. 

The Educational Commission reorganized the Universities of Cracow 
and Wilno and established a wide network of secondary schools, creat- 
ing new opportunities for many scientists. Best-known among these 
were the historian Adam Naruszewicz, the botanist Stanislaus Jundzill 
and the Sniadecki brothers — ^Jan, a mathematician, and Andrew, a 
chemist. The establishment of Polish instruction in the schools led to 
intensive research in the Polish language and the writing of the first 
Polish grammar by Onufrius Kopezynski. 

The generosity of King Stanislaus Augustus, who was a connoisseur, 
encouraged a new flowering of Polish art. The neo-classic style gradu- 
ally gained favor in Poland, supplanting the baroque which had reigned 
supreme for nearly two centuries. The Lazienki Palace in Warsaw is 
probably the best monument of the Polish neo-classic style. In paint- 

®^This scedan was contributed by Professor Manfred Kndl, Smith College. 
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ing, the Poles made considerable progress. However, there were still 
well-known foreigners, notably Italians, many of whom came to 
Poland to paint for the king. Best-known among these latter were 
Canaletto and Bacciarelli. The king established an imposing art 
gallery which became one of the glories of the nation. 

Poland and Napoleon 

Poland had lost her independence. And yet Poland, though dis- 
membered, was not dead.^^ Napoleon wished to re-establish Poland. 
He was not interested in Poland for its own sake, but as a bitter foe of 
Prussia, Russia, and Austria. Following the Franco-Prussian war of 
1806-1807, Prussia was forced to surrender a part of her Polish loot and 
the establishment of the Duchy of Warsaw, under the nominal sover- 
eignty of the King of Saxony, soon followed. In 1809, Austria also had 
to yield her share in Poland’s Third Partition, which was added to the 
Duchy of Warsaw. The Duchy received a constitution patterned on 
the Napoleonic constitutions of France and the Code Napoleon was also 
introduced. But Napoleon’s will was supreme in the Duchy and his 
chief interest lay in using Poland as a French stronghold in Eastern 
Europe and in Poland’s contribution to his armies. The Army of the 
Duchy participated in Napoleon’s campaign against Russia in 1812 as 
a part of the Grand Army. 

After Napoleon’s defeat, the Russians ruled the Duchy. Emperor 
Alexander I became Poland’s King, although he had to cede the western 
part of die Duchy, the province of Poznan, to Prussia. The city of 
Cracow, with its surrounding territory, was proclaimed a free city under 
the joint protection of Russia, Prussia, and Austria. 

The Struggle for Independence (181^-186^) 

The Kingdom of Poland, organized in 1815 according to decisions of 
the Vi enn a Congress, is usually known as “Congress Poland.” Alexan- 
der I granted it a constitution that was liberal for its time; it established 
ministerial responsibility and vested legislative power in a bicameral 
Diet. Although only the House of Deputies was elected (on the basis 
of a rather limited franchise) and the Senate was appointed by the 
. king-emperor, the Diet legislated wisely and many of its laws proved 
extremely helpful to the future development of the country. The ex- 
ecutive power was vested in Ministers, most of whom were good ad- 
ministrators. The judiciary was well organized and proved its inde- 

^’For additional information on Polish Legions, the Duchy of Warsaw, and the Polish ques- 
tion at the Congress of Vienna in 1815, see note on page 130. 
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pendcnce by repeated acquittals of Poles accused of contacts with early 
Russian revolutionaries. 

The Polish troops which had fought under Napoleon were returned 
to Poland and reorganized into a new army, which was intelligently 
built up by a permanent recruiting system. Alexander’s brother, the 
Grand Duke Constantine, was appointed Commander-in-Chief of the 
Polish Army and his high-handed manner caused the first friction be- 
tween Poles and Russians in the Congress Kingdom. Later Con- 
stantine became friendlier towards the Poles, but much of the tension 
generated by his earlier attitude persisted and was further intensified 
by the attitude of Senator Novosiltsov, Russian Commissioner in Po- 
land, who undertook the task of supervising Poland after Constantine 
had become more lenient. 

The greatest progress in Congress Poland was made in the economic 
field. Poland was far ahead of Russia in economic development, and 
the products of Polish industry, notably textiles, found a ready market 
in Russia despite the still existing customs barrier between the two 
countries. 

When Nikolai tried to weaken the Polish constitution, the opposi- 
tion eventually culminated in the revolution of 1830. It was defeated. 
A second revolution occurred in 1863. The Tsar suppressed it with 
great effort and bloody reprisals followed. From then until World 
War I, Poland was treated as a conquered province, no efforts being 
spared to Russianize the Polish population. Congress Poland was in- 
corporated into Russia, all of its institutions were abolished, and Polish 
was prohibited in administration and education.^^^ 

A similar situation existed in Austria and Prussia. At the Congress 
of Vienna, both Prussia and Austria pledged themselves to grant their 
Polish lands a measure of self-government. Both pretended to observe 
their pledges at first. But after the abolition of the constitution of Con- 
gress Poland, all vestiges of Polish administration were gradually 
abolished; the use of the Polish language in public life and in the 
schools was steadily restricted in favor of German. However, as a re- 
sult of differences in the social policies of the two governments, the 
social structure of the Polish provinces under their rule developed dif- 
ferently. 

The Prussian Government fully liberated the peasant, making him 
an independent owner of the land he tilled. The Austrian Govern- 
ment left the economic relationship between peasant and landlord un- 
changed (until 1848), and even gave the latter additional power over 


■^For additional information concerning the “November Insurrection” (1830), the “January 
Insurrection” (1863), and Polish-Russian relations in the 19th century, see note on page 130. 
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the peasants. Accordingly, the reaction of the two parts of the country 
to their respective governments’ attempts at Germanization was differ- 
ent. In Prussian Poland the peasants, who enjoyed a better economic 
and social status, clearly saw their government’s attempts to revive a 
policy of national oppression, and it was on them and on the Polish 
townsfolk that resistance was built. It took the form of organizational 
work to improve economic and cultural standards, with political factors 
in the background. In Austrian Poland (Galicia), peasant resentment 
was directed not against Austria, but against the Polish landlords. The 
latter, for their part, maintained friendly relations with the Austrian 
Government which protected them from peasant vengeance. Galicia, 
therefore, had only a small opposition group, consisting mainly of in- 
tellectuals and poor noblemen. As a result of their weakness, their 
activities assumed a conspiratorial character. 

After 1840, the conspiratorial groups in Galicia began to prepare an 
uprising against Austria. They persuaded radical groups in Prussian 
Poland to do likewise, but the attempts at insurrection in Prussia proved 
abortive. In Galicia, an uncommonly bloody uprising of the peasants 
against the landlords broke out before the scheduled national insurrec- 
tion, set for 1846. It is generally suspected tliat the Austrian authori- 
ties encouraged the peasants in order to frighten the gentry into with- 
holding aid from the impending national insurrection. In Cracow, the 
proposed headquarters for the national insurrection, power was seized 
by radical Polish revolutionaries with socialist tendencies, but the move- 
ment was rapidly suppressed and Cracow was annexed by Austria. 

The European revolutions of 1848 had wide repercussions in Austrian 
and Prussian Poland, but the revolutionary freedom attained by these 
provinces was brief and alien rule was soon re-established. Soon, how- 
ever, both Prussia and Austria began to move toward constitutional rule 
and the Poles, especially in Austrian Poland, were granted their share of 
constitutional rights, by means of which they were able to protect 
their national rights. 

Contemporary Poland in the Maying ( ) 

After 1865, the fundamental economic changes which determined 
the character of the new Poland were, on the one hand, the emergence 
of capitalism, and, on the other, the economic integration of the Polish 
lands into the three powers which had absorbed them. These changes 
were to be seen most clearly in Russian Poland. Since 1815 the 
changing administrations of Congress Poland had consistently endeav- 
ored to foster the development of industry, railways, and banks, the 
indispensable attributes of modern capitalism. The rise in Russia’s 
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standard o£ living and her Asiatic expansion created an enormous mar- 
ket, separated from all foreign countries by a customs barrier. This 
gave Congress Poland an extraordinary opportunity, which was fully 
utilized to the vast benefit of Polish industries. 

In Prussian Poland the situation was different. Here a predomi- 
nantly agricultural region was annexed by a nation which was rapidly 
becoming industrialized. Therefore Prussian Poland became, in a 
sense, Germany’s granary. Germany’s customs frontier protected her 
Polish subjects, who thus enjoyed considerable prosperity. Austrian 
Poland (Galicia), on the other hand, lagged behind economically, 
mainly because the Austrian Government gave preferential treatment 
in encouraging economic development to Austria proper and the 
Sudeten section of the Czechs. 

Poland’s social structure also underwent rapid changes. These were 
due principally to the final liberation of the peasants, completed in 
1864, when the Russian Government, following the example set by 
Prussia in 1817 and by Austria in 1848, established peasant ownership of 
land and abolished socage. The results of this reform, however, were 
also different in the various parts of Poland. In Congress Poland the 
rule prohibiting the subdivision of the peasants’ holdings created a 
large supply of manpower for growmg industry. Similarly, the Prus- 
sian policy of creating medium-sized farms for peasants left many 
peasants landless; these went to work as farmhands on the great estates 
producing grain for Germany’s industrial west. In Galicia, however, 
the emancipation led to a grave overcrowding of the countryside, for 
the Austrian law of inheritance had no provision against the subdivi- 
sion of farms. Since there were no other economic outlets for the 
peasant masses (except emigration to America), great misery ensued. 

But the peasants’ status was not the only area of social change. A 
new middle class developed. Owners of marginal landed estates, un- 
able to survive competition when the source of cheap manpower dis- 
appeared with the abolition of socage, flocked to the towns to take up 
trading or the professions and soon merged with the old burghers. 
Educated peasants’ sons were also gradually absorbed into the new 
middle class. However, since many members of the middle class were 
Jews, who rarely became assimilated, the middle class was never fully 
unified. 

In Galicia, where the Jews enjoyed full legal equality and where they 
came closest to social equality with Gentile Poles, many Jews took an 
active part in Polish public life, and became, for all practical purposes, 
full-fledged members of the Polish community. But in the Russian- 
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dominated part o£ Poland, the Jews were hampered by various legal 
restrictions imposed by the Tsarist Government which prevented their 
assimilation with the Gentile Poles. In Prussian Poland, the Jews 
took the German side in the struggle against the Poles and this served 
to estrange them from the Poles. Within a short time most of the 
Jews who had lived in Prussian Poland moved to Germany proper, 
where they actively participated in the development of that nation’s 
economic life. 

All these economic changes inevitably resulted in full legal equality, 
although division into social classes persisted and the aristocracy re- 
tained its social dominance. 

During the years of extreme Russian oppression which followed the 
i863-i' 865 uprising, the Poles generally felt that only a great European 
conflict that ranged the partition Powers in opposite camps could create 
favorable conditions for another struggle for Poland’s independence. 
In the meantime, they argued, Poles should devote themselves to busi- 
ness and professional activities, commonly called “organic work” (a 
counterpart of the French slogan — “enrichissez-mus”) . The flourish- 
ing state of business made it easy to adopt this attitude — called “posi- 
tivism” because it employed the philosophical argument of Auguste 
Comte, the French positivist. Despite national oppression, the increas- 
ing dependence of Polish industry upon Russian markets led to pro- 
Russian feeling among the Polish middle class and the emerging Polish 
capitalists. Some Poles began to doubt the advisability of re-establish- 
ing an independent Poland even if an opportunity should arise, fearing 
that Poland could not exist if it was severed from Russia. Many Poles 
argued that the best thing for Poland would be autonomy within the 
framework of the Russian Empire. 

But as the wealthier classes became increasingly more loyal to the 
Tsar’s rule, a new class emerged which soon became the strongest op- 
position. That was the Polish working class. Within a generation 
after the emergence of capitalism in Poland, the Polish workers be- 
came class conscious and formed socialist arid trade union organiza- 
tions similar to those of other European countries. Because of the 
prevailing political system, however, these groups had to work under- 
ground. Before 1900 there were many competing organizations, but 
when the Polish Socialist Party (P.P,S.) was formed in 1892, it rapidly 
assumed a position of leadership. 

Like other Socialist Parties, the P.P.S. advocated a new economic and 
social order, but it also taught that the building of a Socialist society in 
Poland would ha.ve to be preceded by the establishment of an indo- 



ii8 POLAND 

pendent democratic Polish Republic, for Tsarist rule made the struggle 
for Socialism more difficult and raised national problems which tended 
to confuse the basic economic and social issues. Despite continual 
persecution by Tsarist police, the Polish Socialist Party, which enjoyed 
a brilliant leadership (including among its leaders Pilsudski, the future 
Polish dictator), organized the Polish workers into a vanguard of na- 
tional resistance against Russia. Seeking to counteract the Socialist 
activities, Polish capitalists and landowners took over the originally 
progressive National Democratic Party and converted it into an instru- 
ment of their reactionary pro-Tsarist policy. The National Democrats 
(the so-called “Endeks”), under the leadership of Roman Dmowski, 
made use of a contemporary equivalent of the “Red scare” and anti- 
Semitism to gain influence among the Polish middle class. 

The struggles between Socialists and National Democrats were espe- 
cially bitter in 1905, when, concurrently with the Russian Revolution, a 
violent revolutionary wave swept Poland, encouraging the Socialist 
movement to believe that this upsurge meant the beginning of a new 
struggle for national independence. Tsardom, however, survived the 
crisis, and brutal repressions forced the P.P.S. to go underground once 
more. But during the revolutionary years many concessions had been 
wrung from the Tsarist Government, including the right to establish 
private Polish schools. Other concessions were embodied in the 
Russian constitution which was granted after the revolution. They 
enabled Poles to publish newspapers under a moderate censorship, to 
organize public meetings, and to send deputies to the Russian Duma 
(parliament). 

Since the Socialists boycotted the Duma, most of the seats were 
taken by the Endeks, who used them to ingratiate themselves with 
the Russian Government by voting for military credits and supporting 
its expansionist tendencies. The last years before 1914 also saw the 
emergence of a separate political movement of the peasants and of a 
strong cooperative movement. The latter sprang from the desire to 
create a framework within which Poles could live freely among them- 
selves, without the interference of Russian authorities. 

After the suppression of the revolution of 1848, Austria was unable 
to return to her former ruthless methods in governing Galicia. Despite 
the revival of absolutist rule, the administration of Galicia had to be 
entrusted to a Polish Governor, Count Goluchowski. Although he was 
constantly hindered in his work by the central government, he was able 
to prevent the further Germanization of schools, to introduce a series 
of administrative reforms, and to encourage the employment of Poles 
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in government service. Goluchowski’s greatest achievement, however, 
was his prevention of the separation of Galicia into western and eastern 
sections. Such a division would have been disastrous for Polish na- 
tional aspirations because the Ruthenians, who were then in a ma- 
jority in Eastern Galicia, would have been able to liquidate Polish in- 
fluence there. 

The collapse of the insurrection of 1863 made it plain to Galician 
Poles, as it did to those under Russian rule, that the period of the 
direct struggle for independence was over. At the same time, Aus- 
tria’s defeats in the wars of 1859 and 1866 compelled her to establish 
complete constitutional rule. One of the basic elements of Austrian 
constitutionalism was the autonomy of the component parts of the 
empire, including Galicia. The fact that Goluchowski served as Aus- 
trian Premier during a part of the crucial period in which the changes 
in Austria’s constitutional organization were being decided certainly 
contributed to progress toward Galician autonomy, which became ef- 
fective in 1866. This important success, coupled with the violent re- 
pressions then taking place in Russian Poland, caused a genuine change 
of attitude among the Polish Galician population, who decided to re- 
main with Austria until a better opportunity developed. 

The policy of cooperation with Austria was carried out chiefly by 
the landowning class, organized into the Conservative Party, which 
had a clear majority both in the Galician. Diet (legislature) and in the 
Galician delegation to the Austrian Parliament. The middle-class 
Democratic Party differed from the Conservatives mainly in that it 
urged progressive reforms, but within the framework of existing institu- 
tions. The peasants had little political consciousness at first, and usu- 
ally elected the most conservative deputies. It was only toward the 
turn of the century that the powerful Peasant Party emerged which 
was soon to sweep entrenched Conservative constituencies. 

Galician autonomy meant, above all, complete Polonization of public 
life, including administration and education. In Eastern Galicia, how- 
ever, the Ruthenian language enjoyed equal rights with the Polish. 
The Poles took over the complex Austrian administrative apparatus and 
instituted an equally elaborate system of local self-government, em- 
ploying a large group of civil servants (including teachers) and pro- 
viding welcome opportunities for employment in a poor country with 
few openings in trade. Hence the Galician middle class included a 
large proportion of civil servants. This was in contrast with the middle 
class of Russian Poland, which consisted largely of businessmen. 

Industry developed slowly in GaHcia, mainly in connection with such 
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existing natural resources as salt, petrol, and coal rather than witl 
manufacturing activities. The Galician workers, although they wer( 
few in numbers, proved very responsive to Socialist ideas, and it was ir 
Galicia that the first modern Polish labor movement arose. The Social 
ist Party and the trade unions were not forced to go underground ir 
constitutional Austria, as they were in absolutist Russia, and their dy- 
namic energy soon attracted considerable groups of professional peoph 
and landless peasants. The Socialist Party in Galicia therefore wieldec 
an influence far greater than the number of industrial workers mighi 
have warranted. Led by Ignacy Daszynski, it cooperated with th« 
Polish Socialist Party of Russian Poland. Sharing the latter’s views 
and hopes about Poland’s fuhire, it used available constitutional means 
to further them. 

The emergence of the Socialist and Peasant parties meant a complete 
change in Galicia’s political picture. The process of change, which 
began about 1890, was subsequendy interrupted by the First World 
War. The Ukrainian Party which emerged in Eastern Galicia main- 
tained that the Ruthenians were not a branch of the Russian nation (a 
view held by earlier Ruthenian leaders), but a separate nation which 
must struggle for its national rights against Russians and Poles alike. 
The success of the Ukramian Party was so overwhelming that the 
name “Ukr ain ian” was soon adopted to designate the Ruthenian nation. 

The main importance of Galicia’s consdtutional period to Polish na- 
tional life lay in the fact that, while Polish national and cultural life 
was stifled and repressed in Russian and Prussian Poland, Galicia built 
a complete network of Polish schools, including two universities, one 
polytechnical institute and an academy of sciences. Thousands of 
pupils were taught yearly to become good Poles in these schools. It was 
also in Galicia that Polish literature took refuge, for magazines and 
books were published there without censorship. Thus Galicia, and 
especially the city of Cracow, became for many years the center of 
Polish national life, taking the place of Warsaw, which had held that 
position until 1831, and Paris, which had held it during the period 
which followed the failure of the November insurrection. 

Throughout these years, Prussian Poland was the scene of ever-in- 
creasing German efforts to suppress Polish national life. The prohibi- 
tion upon the use of the Polish language in public life was followed b^ 
the mass settlement of German peasants on land forcibly purchaser 
from Poles. At one time, the Poles were even forbidden to builc 
houses on their own land. Material prosperity, however, enabled tin 
Poles to resist in the economic sphere. A large trading middle clas 
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arose, making the Poles largely independent of German business, and 
the extraordinary development of Polish cooperatives had a similar 
effect. 

The ability of the Poles to resist German attempts at suppression had 
not only saved the Duchy of Poznan for Polish national life, but also 
revived Polish feeling in Pomerania, which had been severed from Po- 
land in the first partition ; in Silesia, which had been detached from Po- 
land in the fourteenth century; and in southern East Prussia (Masuria), 
which had never directly belonged to Poland at all. In these provinces, 
the Polish language had been reduced to the level of a peasant dialect 
but, despite administrative reprisals, it again became the national 
tongue. 

Politically, the Prussian Poles were very conservative. They fol- 
lowed the National Democrats and disapproved of the strongly devel- 
oped Socialist movement in the other parts of Poland. Because of the 
intense national oppression, however, the Conservatives in Prussian 
Poland did not follow the other Polish Conservatives in developing 
complete loyalty to the empire of which they had become a part, 
although there were occasional advocates of such loyalty. 

Culture and Literature in Post-Partition Poland 

The Partitions of Poland and the subsequent downfall of the Polish 
state came at a time when the Polish nation was in the midst of a 
process of political and moral regeneration. The Poles continued their 
cultural development after the Polish state had ceased to exist. The 
course of this development, however, could not proceed normally, for 
each of the parts into which Poland had been divided became subject 
to different political conditions. 

The period between the Third Partition and the collapse of the No- 
vember insurrection (i795-i'83i) was of a somewhat transitional char- 
acter culturally. Three main centers of Polish cultural life developed 
under Russian rule; Wilno, where an active intellectual life was cen- 
tered around the university, reorganized by the Educational Commis- 
sion; Krzemieniec, with its recendy organized Lyceum; and Pulawy, 
the principal seat of the Czartoryski family, who used their in- 
fluence to secure refuge for Polish patriotic writers and thinkers and 
established a magnificent library. Warsaw, under Prussian rule, de- 
clined to the level of a provincial town, but some intellectual activity 
continued there as well. A Society of Friends of Scientific Develop- 
ment was organized and many important Polish books were published, 

®*This section was contributed by Professor Manfred Kridl, Smith College. 



122 


POLAND 


including the first full Polish dictionary by Linde, and works by such 
writers as Kollatay, Sniadecki, and Czacki. After the establishment of 
the Duchy of Warsaw, there was a considerable gain in the number 
and quality of schools. 

In the Congress Kingdom, created in Vienna in 1815, Polish cultural 
and intellectual life was able to develop freely for some time. A Uni- 
versity and a Polytechnical Institute were established in Warsaw, but 
Wilno University remained foremost among Polish educational institu- 
tions, principally because of its excellent faculty which included the 
famous historian Lelewel. 

In Warsaw, many newspapers and literary journals were launched. 
A struggle was waged between adherents of two literary trends: 
classicism and pre-romanticism. The first emulated the writings of 
the classic Greeks and Romans, as well as the French, while the sec- 
ond favored English writers of the late eighteenth century and modern 
German writers. Considerable development also took place in Polish 
music. Many Polish musicians toured Europe, drawing large and 
enthusiastic audiences and winning the recognition of many eminent 
Europeans, including Goethe. Frederic Chopin, who was soon to be- 
come a world-famous composer, was then studying at the Warsaw 
Conservatory. 

Polish romanticism shared the general elements of European ro- 
manticism, but it also contained specifically Polish features especially 
after the failure of the November insurrection, when it became 
ardently patriotic. The leader of Polish romanticism and the greatest 
Polish poet of all time was Adam Mickiewicz (1798-1855), best known 
for his unique modern epic. Pan Tadeusz, his romantic drama, Dziady 
(The Forefathers), and his Crimean and love sonnets. Mickie- 
wicz won for Poland a place in world literature. But in addition to be- 
ing a great poet, he was also an ardent patriot. He worked consistently 
to link the cause of Poland’s freedom with the cause of freedom and de- 
mocracy throughout the world. He was also a great scholar, and for 
years was Professor of Slavic literatures at the College de France. 

Next to Mickiewicz, the most important Polish romantic writer was 
Julius Slowacki (1809-1849), best-known for his numerous plays. 
Their excellence and variety mark him as the originator of modern 
Polish drama. Another important romantic writer was Zygmunt Kra- 
sinski, who will be remembered chiefly for his Un-Divine Comedy in 
which, as early as 1833, he foresaw and discussed the modern class 
struggle. In a class by himself is the lyric poet, Cyprian Norwid. 

Most of these poets did not write in Poland, but abroad, chiefly in 
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France, which had become the center of the “Great Emigration” and 
of Polish cultural life after the collapse of the November insurrection 
of 1830-1831. France at that time was also the home of Polish science, 
politics, and literature. The historian Joachim Lelewel, formerly Pro- 
fessor of Wilno University and member of the National Government 
during the November uprising, and the writer Maurycy Mochnacki, 
former deputy to the Polish Diet, analyzed the causes which led to the 
failure of the uprising and laid them to its timidity in social questions. 
The Democratic Society, a radical group, which published its Mani- 
festo in 1836, drew heavily on their ideas. The first Polish Socialist 
organization, known as “Polish People” and headed by Gabriel Worcell, 
was partly an offshoot of the Democratic Society. A religious move- 
ment, paralleling in intensity the radical social and political move- 
ment in the Great Emigration, led to the creation of a new religious 
order, the Resurrectionists. 

In Poland, meanwhile, intellectual life continued, although under 
severe handicaps. The literary form which had its best development 
inside Poland was the novel, represented by Henryk Rzewuski, Joseph 
Korzeniowski, and Joseph I. Kraszewski, who wrote in the manner 
current at that time and practiced by such writers as Stendhal, Balzac, 
Dickens, and Thackeray. Kraszewski was an extremely prolific writer. 
He produced about 700 books, more than half of them novels, many 
historical. Rzewuski is best known for his Memoirs of Soplica, an ex- 
cellent description of Polish country life in the eighteenth century, 
while Korzeniowski concentrated on novels dealing with the nine- 
teenth-century Polish gentry among whom he lived. The field of 
comedy was represented by Alexander Fredro, whose pieces are even 
today the mainstay of the Polish theatrical repertory. Fredro, note- 
worthy for his wit and excellence of form, developed completely 
apart from the Polish literature of his time and is therefore a very in- 
teresting literary phenomenon. 

The downfall of the Polish state adversely affected Polish architec- 
ture, for this branch of art develops best when supported by large state 
expenditures for public buildings and monuments. The partitioning 
Powers did little in this field. However, during the brief period of the 
Congress Kingdom’s autonomy, considerable construction was under- 
taken and the “Empire” style found its way- into Poland. Sculpture 
was backward, and the best Polish monuments of the time, those of 
Copernicus and Prince Joseph Poniatowski (which stood in Warsaw 
before the German occupation), were both creations of the Danish 
artist, Thorwaldsen. Polish music of the period is represented by the 
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famous composer Frederic Chopin (1810-1849) and by the opera com- 
poser, Stanislaw Moniuszko. 

The failure of the 1863-1865 insurrection against Russia led to a 
change of orientation among the Poles. Thoughts of armed resistance 
and political action were abandoned and replaced by the slogan of 
“organic work.” In the cultural field, these years are known as the 
“positivist” period; it lasted almost until the end of the nineteenth 
century. Started in Russian Poland, where it was predominant for a 
time as a reaction against romanticism, positivism was also partly ac- 
cepted in Prussian and Austrian Poland. It advocated economic and 
educational activities and struggle against social and economic back- 
wardness. The leader of the Warsaw positivists was Alexander 
Swietochowski (1849-1938), a prolific writer on social and economic 
questions who was also a critic and a writer of novels and dramas. He 
was surrounded by many others. They published a number of books 
despite the rigorous censorship policy of the Russian Government. 

Polish realist novels of the period compare favorably with contempo- 
rary Russian and Western European novels. The most famous Polish 
novelist of that time was Boleslaw Prus (1847-1912), the author of 
Lalka (“The Doll”), an excellent picture of contemporary Polish 
society, and of T he Pharaoh, a historical novel inspired by ancient Egypt 
and equalled only by Flaubert’s Salammbo. Prus wrote extensively in 
newspapers and periodicals and was an uncompromising fighter for 
progress and humanity. The same spirit infused the work of Mrs. 
Eliza Orzeszkowa, who wrote many novels dealing with peasant and 
Jewish problems. 

Outside of Poland, the best-known Polish writer of the period was 
Henryk Sienkiewicz, the first Pole to receive the Nobel Prize in litera- 
ture. In Poland he is best known for his novels which dealt with 
events in Polish history, such as By Fire and Sword, The Deluge, Pan 
Wolodypwski, The Teutonic Knights, and for his short tales. They 
treated historic facts in the light of adventure, much like the works of 
the elder Dumas, but their language and style were far more faithful to 
the periods described than were those of Dumas’ novels. Abroad, 
Sienkiewicz is best known for his book Quo Vadis, describing the per- 
secutions of Christians in ancient Rome under Emperor Nero. Poetry 
was represented by A. Asnyk and M. Konopnicka. 

Polish science made great progress, both in Galicia, where it was 
centered in the two universities and the Polytechnical Institute, and in 
Russian Poland, where Polish scientists had to rely on organized self- 
help, as the universities were Russified. Among the sciences, history 
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and the history o£ literature were the most advanced. In the latter 
field, the principal achievement was the compilation, by Karol 
Estreicher, of the Polish Bibliography , an almost complete catalogue of 
all books published in Polish, in Poland, or about Poland, which has 
since become an indispensable aid to all students of the Polish past. 
Philology also developed, represented by such scholars as J. Baudouin de 
Courtenay and J. Rozwadowski. Lexicology was enriched by Karlo- 
wicz’s Dictionary of the Polish Language and Dictionary of Polish 
Idioms, as well as by the Old Polish Encyclopedia by Gloger. Soci- 
ology is represented by Ludwik Krzywicki, geography by Waclaw 
Nalkowski, philosophy by Adam Mahrburg. In the field of exact 
science, it is sufficient to mention the names of Zygmunt Wroblewski 
and Karol Olszewski, whose work with low temperatures and lique- 
faction of the air is universally known. 

Polish painting also entered a period of intensified development. It 
concentrated upon historical or realistic subjects, in general. Its 
principal representative was Jan Matejko, who painted many huge 
canvasses of scenes from Polish history. Another Polish painter, Artur 
Grotger, produced many paintings depicting scenes of the 1863 insur- 
rection. Realism was represented by the brothers Gierymski and 
J. Chelmonski. 

The reaction against positivism and realism, known in Western 
Europe as “symbolism” and “modernism,” appeared in Poland as the 
“Young Poland” movement. It influenced poetry, the novel, and the 
theater, all of which had followed a parallel development. The main 
organ of the new current was the Cracow literary periodical Zycie 
(“Life”), edited by St. Przybyszewski, a writer highly regarded not 
only in Poland but also among German and Scandinavian modernists. 
He was surrounded by a group of poets, among whom Kazimierz 
Tetmajer, Jan Kasprowicz, and Leopold Staff were the most out- 
standing. 

The most representative of the Polish novelists of the time was Stefan 
Zeromski (1864-1925), a prolific writer of novels which combined 
realism of style with lyricism in the treatment of the topics. Zeromski 
is best known for his sharp criticism of existing social conditions, and 
his writings, largely devoted to social topics, stimulated social con- 
sciousness on the part of the Polish public. He discussed Russian edu- 
cational methods in the novel Sisyphus’ Wor\s, the attitudes of social 
workers in Homeless People, sin and crime in History of Sin, the 
tragedy of the 1863 insurrection pa. The Faithful River, and the story of 
the Polish soldiers under Napoleon in Ashes. 
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Another important novelist of the time is Wladyslaw S. Reymont 
(1868-1925)5 who wrote many novels about contemporary life and Po- 
land’s past. His best-known novel, which brought him the Nobel 
Prize, is The feasants, hailed by European critics as the best study of 
modern peasant life. Andrew Strug, a Socialist leader and an outstand- 
ing novelist, devoted much of his writing to the artistic depiction of the 
Polish workers’ fight for independence. Wladyslaw Orkan and the 
poet Tetmajer wrote much about the fate of the peasants, with especial 
attention to the mountain people of Southern Poland. A new type of 
drama was created by St. Wyspianski, a painter and poet, combining 
Greek, Shakespearian, romantic and folklore elements. He wrote 
tragedies and other plays devoted to the Polish past and present {The 
Wedding, The November Night). 

In painting, realism was followed by impressionism, represented by 
such painters as Wyczolkowski, Stanislawski, Falat, Mehoffer, and 
others, most of whom were well known in Western Europe. Polish 
music was noteworthy for the excellence of Polish virtuosos, such as 
Wieniawski and Paderewski, rather than for its composers; among the 
latter W. Zelenski and Z. Noskowski were prominent. The Polish 
theater attained a high level of dramatic art, especially in Cracow and 
Lwow and later in Warsaw. 

Poland and World War I ( igi^-igiS) 

The outbreak of World War I — a historical event upon which, as all 
Poles agreed, the re-establishment of their country’s freedom depended 
— ^found the Poles unprepared for the re-establishment of their coun- 
try’s freedom. The nation was divided in its aims, mostly on geo- 
graphical lines. The Galician Poles generally hoped for a victory of the 
Central Powers, whom they expected to extend the Galician autono- 
mous system to Congress Poland. Most of the inhabitants of Congress 
Poland, on the other hand, hoped for a Russian victory, in the expecta- 
tion that it would bring about Russian annexation of the Austrian- and 
Prussian-held parts of Poland, which, in turn, would so reinforce the 
Polish element within Russia that the Tsarist Government would be 
compelled to grant Poland autonomy. This line of reasoning was en- 
couraged by a manifesto issued a few days after the beginning of the 
war by the Grand Duke Nicolai, Commander-in-Chief of the Russian 
Army, who promised the Poles '‘reunion of their country under the 
sceptre of the Emperor of Russia.” 

The Polish Socialists and a few minor progressive groups associated 
with them had another view of coming events. They foresaw a tempo- 
rary victory of the Central Powers over Russia, followed by a victory of 
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the Western Allies over Germany. From this defeat of all the partition 
Powers, they argued, an independent Poland was bound to arise. In 
order, however, to make Poland’s aims clear, the Polish Socialists urged 
that Poles take an active part in the war, not just as soldiers of the Rus- 
sian, Austrian, and German Armies, but as Poles fighting under their 
own national flag. Since it was impossible to fight simultaneously 
against Russia, Germany, and Austria and since they regarded Tsarist 
Russia as Poland’s most dangerous enemy, they decided for the time 
being to assist Austria. 

Joseph Pilsudski, at that time one of the leaders of the Polish Social- 
ists, worked energetically to train Polish military cadres. He was 
assisted by political friends who, like himself, had taken refuge in 
Galicia from Tsarist persecution after the failure of the revolutionary 
movement of 1905-1906, and by many members and sympathizers of the 
progressive parties of Galicia — Socialists, Peasants, and Democrats. 
They organized the “Riflemen’s Union,” a semi-military organization 
preparing for war against Russia. Similar organizations were soon 
formed by others who began to share their views regarding Poland’s 
future, but were unwilling to submit to the ideological leadership of the 
Socialists or the personal leadership of Pilsudski. All these organiza- 
tions began to cooperate shortly before the war, and their joint forces 
supplied the cadres for the Polish military organization (named after 
the Polish Legions which had fought for the French Republic and Na- 
poleon more than a hundred years earlier) which was launched when 
the war finally broke out. In the very first days of the war some of the 
Legions, which fought in Polish uniforms and under Polish command, 
were able to take the field against the Russians. 

The participation of the Legions in the war on the side of Austria 
brought them recognition and popularity in Galicia, extending beyond 
the ranks of the progressive groups which had backed them from the 
very first. A Supreme National Committee (N.K.N.) was formed by 
all Polish political parties in Galicia in order to supply political leader- 
ship for the Legions and to administer the parts of Congress Poland 
liberated from Russian rule. The original aims of the N.K.N. were 
never realized, for the Legions were jealous of their independence and 
resented the attempt of the N.K.N., which included many conserva- 
tive politicians (including even some “Endeks” at first), to dominate 
them. The administration of formerly Russian-Polish territory was 
placed in the hands of German and Austrian military governors. But 
despite these difficulties, the N.K.N. assumed the character of a politi- 
cal representation of the Austrian Poles, dealing with the Austrian and 
German Governments in matters concerning Polish affairs. In the 
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Allied camp, meanwhile, the Polish cause made no progress, for the 
Tsarist Government confined itself to vague promises and dismissed all 
attempts at mediation by Great Britain, France, and Italy as interference 
in a purely internal Russian question. 

By the end of 1915, Russian troops were driven out of most of Con- 
gress Poland and the country was divided into an Austrian and a Ger- 
man zone of administration. The Austrians, while technically in- 
stituting military rule, exercised it through Polish officers and officials 
in their service. But German military rule was unusually harsh, and 
the only concessions wrung from the Germans were the re-establish- 
ment of limited municipal self-government and the reopening of War- 
saw University, this time with Polish as the language of instruction. 
Germans and Austrians were unable to agree concerning the future of 
the Kingdom of Poland. Austria planned to unite Congress Poland 
with Galicia and thus add a third section to the Austro-Hungarian 
monarchy. Germany, on the other hand, rejected all proposed changes 
in Galicia, wishing to annex considerable parts of Congress Poland out- 
right and make of the rest a puppet state under German influence. 

When the Central Powers began to feel a manpower shortage in 
their armies, they became eager to enlist young Poles to fight for them. 
The Russians had not succeeded in mobilizing the Poles before they 
were driven out. The Central Powers therefore evolved a plan to pro- 
claim the independence of the Kingdom of Poland, without as yet fix- 
ing its borders or selecting the future King. Their plan was then to 
conclude an alliance with it and use its army, which was then to be or- 
ganized, for their own military purposes. Accordingly a manifesto was 
issued on November 5, 1916, establishing Poland’s independence. This 
was soon followed by the organization of a Council of State and the 
first Polish administrative departments. While there is no doubt of the 
real purpose of these steps, the manifesto nevertheless again raised the 
Polish problem to international status. 

Early in 1917, the Germans began to organize the new Polish army, 
which they called “The Polish Armed Forces.” It was planned to use 
the Polish Legions, which had grown to a nearly complete Army 
Corps through voluntary enlistments and which had fought with 
distinction against the Tsar’s troops, as a nucleus for the new army. 
In the meantime, however, the international situation had changed 
substantially. The Democratic Revolution which broke out in Russia 
in February-March, 1917, had already destroyed the hated Tsarist 
regime and proclaimed Poland’s independence. A month later, the 
United States of America declared war on Germany. The Russian 
Revolution and America’s participation in the war greatly changed the 
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relation of forces in the Allied camp, and it was plain that the Polish 
question would no longer be considered a purely Russian affair. The 
political leadership of the Polish Legions decided to resist the German 
efforts to use the Legions in building “The Polish Armed Forces,” and 
to prevent, as far as they could, the formation of the latter. When the 
soldiers of the Polish Legions were ordered to take a new oath, 
pledging “brotherhood in arms with the German and Austrian 
Armies,” Pilsudski and most of the Legionnaires refused to take it. 
Thereupon the refractory units were disbanded. All formerly Russian 
subjects were interned and the Galicians were impressed into the Aus- 
trian Army. Pilsudski himself was imprisoned in Magdeburg. Only 
a few units took the oath and were continued as the “Legion,” but they 
had none of the prestige enjoyed by the Legions while they were under 
Pilsudski’s command. 

The “oath crisis” brought about a definite change in the attitude of 
the Poles toward the Germans and resulted in new forms of Polish mili- 
tary effort. A secret organization (generally known as the P.O.W.), 
which had been used for sabotage activities behind the Russian lines 
before the Russian troops were evicted from Poland, was revived by 
elements in sympathy with Pilsudski’s stand in the “oath crisis”. It 
prepared a new, genuinely Polish underground army, which was to 
strike at the decisive hour of the struggle for independence in coopera- 
tion with the military units of the Polish Socialist Party. The Germans 
tried to woo the Poles by establishing a Regency Council, calling elec- 
tions for a new Council of State (to take the place of the original one, 
the members of which had resigned during the “oath crisis”), and en- 
larging the scope of authority of the Polish administrative departments. 
These measures, however, failed to change the temper of the Poles, 
who had decisively turned against the Germans. The strongest opposi- 
tion to the Germans at that time was offered by the Socialists and the 
progressive groups cooperating with them. 

Changes favoring the Poles had meanwhile taken place in the coun- 
tries of the Western Allies. France authorized the formation of a 
Polish army on her soil from among Poles living in France, Polish 
volunteers from the United States, and German and Austrian prisoners 
of war of Polish origin. President Wilson proclaimed Poland’s right 
to full independence and access to the sea as one of his fourteen points, 
and the Polish cause was given representation' among the Western 
Allies through the Polish National Committee. This Committee was 
organized by the National Democratic leader, Roman Dmowski, who 
left Russia after the revolution had destroyed the Tsarist regime in 
which he had placed so much confidence. In Russia, especially after 



130 


POLAND 


the October Revolution, Polish soldiers began to leave the Russian 
units and form separate corps for future service in Poland. 

When Germany and Austria concluded the Brest-Litovsk peace treaty 
with Soviet Russia and the Ukraine, early in 1918, the shift in the Polish 
attitude toward the belligerents was confirmed. Not only did that 
treaty make no provision for the reunion of formerly Russian-Polish 
areas with Congress Poland, but it also ceded to the Ukraine the Chelm 
region of Congress Poland, which contained an infinitesimal Ukrainian 
minority. 

Following the treaty, the remnants of the Polish Legion crossed the 
front line to march into Russia for reunion with the Polish corps re- 
cently organized there, and a wave of protest strikes and demonstrations 
swept Poland. Polish officers and civilian employees in the Austrian 
service, including the Military Governor General of the Austrian zone 
in occupied Poland, resigned en masse, and the Polish deputies to the 
Austrian Parliament issued repeated manifestoes calling for the re- 
establishment of a genuinely independent Poland and finally even 
repudiating Austria’s claim to their allegiance. 

The Habsburg monarchy, on the threshold of defeat and revolution, 
was helpless. In October, 1918, a temporary Polish administration was 
set up in western Galicia. On October 31, 1918, it took over author- 
ity in Cracow, which thus became the first Polish city to enjoy com- 
plete freedom. Austrian-occupied Congress Poland followed suit 
within a few days. The German-occupied zone, including Warsaw, 
became free on November ii, after the German revolution. The Ger- 
mans were disarmed and withdrew. Considerable parts of Poland 
were thus liberated, forming the nucleus of the modern Polish Re- 
public. 


Bibliography 
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'Note by the Editor 

Extensive sections o£ Dr. Ehrenpreis’ manuscript, dealing with: the general aspects of Jagcl- 
lonian foreign policy; Poland’s role in European politics in the period of Elected Kings (1572- 
1764), including Polish-Swedish relations; the organization and development of the Polish 
Legions; the Duchy of Warsaw and the Polish question at the Congress of Vienna in 1815; 
the Polish insurrections of 1830-1831 (the “November Insurrection”)* and of 1863 (the 
“January Insurrection”); as well as with Polish-Russian relations during die 19th century in 
general, have been eliminated by the Editor for lack of space and in order to avoid duplication 
with material contained in other chapters. Moreover, Dr. Ehrenpreis’ original sections dealing 
with the Reformation and Counter Reformation movements and the Partitions of Poland have 
been condensed for similar reasons. For this information the reader is referred to the bibli- 
ography. 



Chapter V 


RUSSIA (UP TO 1918) 


The hand and the People 

n 

V^NE thousand years of Russian history have unfolded on a wide 
stage of endless forests in the north and broad steppes in the south, a 
uniform and melancholy land stretching without border or shape to 
the farthest limits of the horizon. Almost all of its mighty rivers flow 
north and south. They empty either into the Black and Baltic Seas, 
connected only by narrow straits with the maritime routes of world 
trade and civilization, or into the Caspian Sea and the Arctic Ocean, in- 
accessible to outside contacts. The most western of these river connec- 
tions formed an ancient trade route from the Baltic to the Black Sea. 
Along it, in the sixth and seventh centuries, the first Slav settlements 
developed out of which Russia grew later: Novgorod in the north, 
Smolensk in the center, and Kiev in the south. Their peaceful life was 
threatened by ravaging expeditions of warlike tribes from the north and 
east. 

From Scandinavia came the warlike Varangers or Vikings. The 
head of one of their bands, Rurik, was invited, according to tradition, 
to become prince of Novgorod (862). His successor, Oleg, conquered 
Kiev (882) and Smolensk. These princes founded the dynasty which 
ruled Russia for centuries with Kiev on the Dnieper River as its center 
and capital and later split in several branches, among which the Mos- 
cow division assumed leadership. The western river towns and routes 
were endangered, however, by the ever-present menace of invasions 
from the east. Asiatic peoples in a long succession, among them the 
Eihazars, Pechenegs, Polovtsy, and finally the Tartars, pressed forward 
across the steppes toward the wealth of the Byzantine Empire. For 
these Asiatic tribes and for the eastern Slavs, Constantinople was a 
center of attraction like Rome for the Germans; an eternal goal of con- 
quest and an ever-flowing source of civilization. From Byzantium, 
Christianity spread to the eastern Slavs. In the reign of Vladimir I 
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(978-1015), the Russians accepted Christianity under the patriarchs of 
Constantinople. The new civilization was consolidated under Yaro- 
slav (1019-1054), when the first Russian chronicles were written and 
Russian law, the Russ\aya Pravda, was codified. 

This period of progress and prosperity based on trade did not last 
long. In addition to the almost yearly invasions from the east, internal 
feuds within the ruling groups hastened the disintegration of the realm 
of Kiev. Trade declined and life became difficult. As a result, the 
great expansionist movement which has been characteristic of Russian 
history began. As in America, Russian history was the epic of build- 
ing a vast empire by penetrating into thinly settled regions and destroy- 
ing or mingling with the sparse native populations. The road of 
American empire building moved westward, over prairies, rivers, and 
mountains, until it finally reached the Pacific Ocean. The Russian im- 
perial march moved generally eastward until it too reached the Pacific 
and even at one time overflowed onto the American continent. Colo- 
nists from England who had crossed the Atlantic from the western 
rim of Europe and Slavs who had been the eastern outpost of Europe 
and had crossed die immense land areas of northern Asia finally met 
around the Pacific shore. 

Except for China, the Russian Empire is the only example of a purely 
continental empire in modern history, a continent of itself covering die 
eastern half of Europe and the northern half of Asia. Like all empires, 
it includes many peoples, races, and climates. Such a vast edifice, 
growing through many centuries in a spirit of vigorous expansion and 
conquest, would not have been possible without the pioneer stamina of 
the people, in spite of governmental inefficiency and oppression.^ For 
unlike the British and American Empires, the Russian Empire was not 
built on the principles of local self-government and individual liberty. 
It has resembled rather a military camp ever ready for defense or con- 
quest, always feeling threatened by powerful enemies from without and 
disintegrating tendencies from within. Its organization and spirit 
have always stood at the opposite pole from Western tradition. The 
Russia of Kiev, although shaped by the influence of Byzantium, re- 
mained in contact with Europe. But later events erected an almost in- 
surmountable barrier between Europe and Russia which caused the vast 
Empire to develop for centuries in its own way, a world in itself, turned 
more toward Asia than toward Europe, until vigorous effiorts were 

^ “Russian history is a history of the expansion over a vast continent of a vigorous people 
imbued with the pioneer spirit,” George Vernadsky, Political and Diplomatic History of Russia, 
p. 4. See on that expansion especially Robert J. Kerner, The Urge to the Sea (Berkeley: Uni- 
versity of California Press, 1942) and The Russian Adventure (1943). 
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made for a new rapprochement between Russia and Europe in the 
eighteenth century. 

The migrations from Kiev proceeded in three directions. Some 
turned westward, back in the direction of the Carpathian mountains 
where the Slavs had probably originated and founded there the princi- 
palities of Galicia and Volynia in the territory which is at present 
known as the western Ukraine. These principalities, in which the 
nobility or boyars occupied a strong position, fell under Polish and 
Lithuanian rule in the fourteenth century. Another stream of mi- 
grants turned northward and settled in Novgorod the Great on the 
river Volkhov, where a free urban constitution found its expression in 
the town meeting, the veche, attended by all free citizens. But by far 
the most important venture was the expansion toward the basin of the 
upper Volga, where the new Principality of Suzdal- Vladimir arose and 
the new town of Moscow was mentioned for the first time in 1147. In 
the vast expanses to the north and northeast (the whole of northern 
Russia to the Arctic Sea and to the Ural mountains was colonized by 
Novgorod), the Slavs met primitive Finnish tribes and intermingled 
freely with them, thus laying the foundation for the growth of a new 
nationality, so that the migrations brought about a split among the east- 
ern Slavs. 

The Russians of the east and north, oriented towards Asia and mix- 
ing with many of the semi-nomadic tribes of the Eurasian continent, 
developed into the Great Russians ultimately centered in Moscow. 
The eastern Slavs remaining along the Dnieper and spreading west- 
ward from there, called the Little Russians, developed into a separate 
nationality with their own language and culture, the Ukrainians or 
Ruthenians, with Kiev as their center. They did not succeed in form- 
ing an independent state of their own for any considerable period and 
their fertile land became a battle-ground between the Russians on the 
one hand and the Poles and Lithuanians on the other.^ North of the 
Ukrainians a third eastern Slav people, the White Russians, who came 
under the domination of Lithuania in the fourteenth century, sepa- 
rated from the rest of the eastern Slav family. These two western 
branches remained in closer contact with Europe, but in the thirteenth 

^ On the history of the Ukraine and on the Ukrainian national movement, see Michael Hru- 
shevsky, A History of the V\rainef ed. by O. J. Frederikscn, Preface by George Vernadsky (New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1941). Hrushevsky was the foremost Ukrainian historian. 
W.E.D. Allen, The Ukraine, a History, (Cambridge University Press, 1940) inclines less to the 
Ukrainian national point of view. Both books contain full bibliographies. See also D. Doro- 
shenko, History of the Ukraine (Edmonton, Canada: Institute Press, 1939) » and Clarence A. 
Manning, Ukrainian Literature, Studies of the JLeading Authors, (Jersey City, N. J.: Ukrainian 
National Association, 1944). 
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century the center of gravity of eastern Slavonic life shifted definitely 
from the west and southwest to the east and northeast. New enemy 
forces pressing upon the disunited Slavs from west and east were re- 
sponsible for this development. 

In the northwest, German invaders, first the Livonian Order of 
Swordbearers, a little later the Teutonic Knights, conquered the south- 
eastern shores of the Baltic Sea. Riga was founded as a center of Ger- 
man commercial and cultural influence. Alexander Nevsky, Prince of 
Novgorod, defeated the Teutonic Knights in the battle of Lake Peipus 
(1242), but he had to accept the overlordship of the Tartars or Mon- 
gols who swept into Russia in 1223 and by 1240 had overrun southern 
and central Russia and seized Kiev. They established their empire, the 
Golden Horde, on the lower Volga with Sarai, near present-day Stalin- 
grad, as their capital. Russia was under Mongol domination for almost 
300 years. Though the Asiatic Khans did not interfere much with the 
administration of the Russian principalities, the Russian nobility ac- 
cepted the customs and ways of life of the Tartars and freely intermar- 
ried with them. 

For centuries Russia lost all touch with Europe, from which it was 
separated by the rise of a powerful Polish and Lithuanian state in the 
west, and succumbed to the cultural and social influences of Asia while 
preserving the Greek Orthodox faith. The grand princes of Moscow 
curried the favor of the Tartar Khans and were entrusted by them with 
the collection of tribute from other Russian princes. Moscow, situated 
on a tributary of the Oka which emptied into the upper Volga, was 
most favorably situated for intercourse with the Golden Horde. 
Nizhni Novgorod (now called Gorky) at the confluence of the Oka and 
Volga, an important trade and communication center, was annexed by 
Moscow at the beginning of the fifteenth century. By then Moscow 
was well on the road to becoming the dominant power of Russia. 

The Empire of Moscow 

Several circumstances made Moscow the center of Russia, chief 
among them its geographic position and a succession of great princes 
who combined ruthless energy, astute intelligence, and far-reaching 
ambition. After Dmitri Donskoi had inflicted a defeat upon the Tar- 
tars for the first time at Kulikovo (1380), Ivan III (1462-1505) was 
able to shake off the Tartar yoke a century later. The Tartars were 
weakened by endless dissensions at the very time that Moscow unified 
Russia. Ivan conquered Moscow’s chief rivals among the eastern 
Slavs, Novgorod with its vast lands, and Tver, and invaded Lithuania 
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which had sided with Tver and had several times threatened Moscow 
itself in the fourteenth century. The Lithuanians, one of the last Euro- 
pean peoples to be converted to Christianity, created a powerful state 
with Vilna as its capital under Gedymin (1316-1341), and widened it 
under Olgerd (1^1-1377) to include the whole of White Russia and 
the central Ukraine down to the Black Sea. Olgerd’s son, Jagiello 
(^377'I434)5 became King of Poland, established the personal union 
between the two countries, converted the Lithuanians to Roman Ca- 
tholicism, and defeated the Teutonic Knights in the battle of Tannen- 
berg ( 1415) . His descendants ruled for almost two centuries in Poland 
and Lithuania. The dynasty came to an end with Sigismund II (1548- 
1572), under whom Poland and Lithuania were united in the Union of 
Lublin (1569), which resulted in the absorption of the Lithuanian 
nobility by the superior Polish civilization.® 

Ivan III married the niece of the last Byzantine emperor, Sophia 
Paleologa, in 1472. As a result of this connection and of their growing 
power, the grand princes of Moscow began to regard themselves as the 
heirs to the imperial dignity and claims of Constantinople and the 
eastern Roman Empire. Ivan III and his successors, Basil III (1505- 
1533) and Ivan IV (1533-1584), proclaimed Moscow as the third Rome, 
the champion of the faith, and the center of the universe, and at the 
same time declared themselves the sovereigns over all Russian lands.^ 
They accepted the title of Tsar-Autocrat, a translation from the Greek, 
broke the power of the boyars, and combined a Byzantine ceremonial 
with the continuing cultural and social influence of the Tartar East. 
At the same time new ties were sought with the West: Itahan archi- 
tects rebuilt and enlarged the Kremlin and English merchants settled 
in Moscow with special privileges and carried on trade through Arch- 
angel. But the Polish-Lithuanian commonwealth and Sweden — then 
rising to become the great imperial power in the Baltic — cut Russia off 
from the west except for the tenuous link with England across the 
Arctic. Naturally Eastern influences prevailed over those of the West. 
In many ways, the reign of Ivan IV and his successors witnessed the 

®On Lithuania, see E. J. Harrison, Lithuania Past and Present (New York: Robert M. 
McBnte & Co., 1923) and Owen J. C. Norem, Timeless Lithuania (Chicago: Amerlith Press, 

1943). 

"^The Russian title tsar samoderzhets, emperor-autocrat, is the translation o£ the Greek title 
of the Roman emperors Baj-tXeiis AiroKpdrw'p. When the patriarch of Moscow was in- 
stalled in 1589 the charter afl&rmed that “because the old Rome has collapsed on account of 
the heresy of Apollinarius, and the second Rome, which is Constantinople, is now in possession 
of the godless Tures, Thy great kingdom, O pious Tsar, is the third Rome. It surpasses with 
its devotion everyone else and all other Christian kingdoms are now merged in Thy kingdom. 
Thou art the only Christian sovereign in the whole world, the master of all the Christians.” 
See Nicolas Zernov, Moscow, the Third Rome (London: S.C.M. Press, 1937 )- 
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confirmation of an Asiatic despotism in Russia which overrode all law 
and individual rights. 

The half century of Ivan’s reign was filled with incessant warfare. 
The Tartar principalities of Kazan on the middle Volga and Astrakhan 
on the lower Volga were conquered, and the Russian Empire now 
stretched from the Arctic Ocean to the Caspian Sea, from Novgorod to 
the Ural mountains. However, it remained vulnerable in the west and 
in the south, and the unending wars against Poland, Sweden, and the 
Crimean Tartars sapped Moscow’s resources. 

In his earlier years, Ivan tried a number of promising governmental 
reforms to win the support of the middle classes. The nobility was 
represented in the Duma (Council) of Boyars, while the Zemsky Sobor, 
a national assembly meeting in 1550, was to be the spokesman of all 
classes. But Ivan soon turned from this attempt at a progressive reign 
of law to a period of frightful lawlessness which characterized the last 
twenty years of his regime. It was marked “by incredible excesses and 
fantastic self-debasement” and earned him the title of Ivan the Dread. 
The devastations of war and the unbearable burden of recruitment and 
taxes produced a new migration of the peasants, largely to the open 
vastness of the east and the fertile lands of the south. The peasants 
tried to escape the compulsory labor or barshchina and the rent or obro\ 
which became heavier and heavier as the state was organized more and 
more for permanent warfare and the land and its inhabitants were more 
and more regarded as the personal property of the Tsar. 

Many of the peasants who escaped to the thinly populated frontier 
districts became military colonists used for the defense of the frontier 
and settled along the rivers in the south and the east. Thus arose the 
Cossack communities with their military organization and their spirit 
of enterprise. In 1581, Cossacks under Ermak and traders under 
Strogonov began the conquest of Siberia. In the next year they reached 
the great rivers Irtysh and Obi, and sixty years later (1643), Russians 
stood at the shores of the Pacific and entered into diplomatic negotia- 
tions with China. Meanwhile they had explored the course of the great 
Siberian rivers, the Yenisei and Lena, down to their mouths on the 
Arctic Ocean, and from then on the wealth of furs and minerals in 
Siberia and the Arctic region never ceased to interest the Russians. 

But the Russian monarchy of the period was too weak to support 
colonizing ventures actively. The House of Rurik ended with Ivan’s 
son, Feodor (1584-1598),, an insignificant ruler. For fifteen years Rus- 
sia was in the throes of a violent struggle for the succession among the 
leading boyar families and some pretenders who claimed to be Dmitri, 
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Ivan’s son. Feodor was followed first by Boris Godunov (1598-1605), 
a boyar of Tartar descent and a brother-in-law of the preceding Tsar. 
He was a man of great intelligence who tried to reform Russia by 
Westernization, but was too weak to stem the rising chaos which had 
its roots in social discontent. During the ensuing “time of troubles” 
the whole of Russia was torn by a civil war which gave the Poles an 
opportunity, in collaboration with the Cossacks and other Russian fac- 
tions, to gain a foothold in Moscow itself and to occupy the Kremlin. 
This aroused Russian religious patriotism, and Moscow was recaptured 
in 1612 under the leadership of Kuzma Minin, a merchant of Nizhni 
Novgorod, and Prince Dmitri Bozharsky. The Zems\y Sobor was 
called and elected a new tsar, the young Michael Romanov (1613- 
1645), founder of the Romanov dynasty (1613-1917). 

His reign was not fortunate. The treaty of 1634 which established 
peace with Poland left the latter in control of Smolensk. Worse than 
that, however, was the growth of the omnipotence of the state and its 
ever-increasing demands on the national resources. Serfdom became a 
state institution, the peasants mere chattels subject to the absolute power 
of their master. The Ulozhenie or statute of 1649 embellished serf- 
dom with some of the worst features of slavery. Peasants who fled and 
those who sheltered fugitives were severely punished. A large majority 
of the population thus became subject to arbitrary masters. All seeds 
of liberty under law and of rational progress were destroyed, and for 
over two hundred and fifty years Russia became the scene of social 
disorder and peasant uprisings which kept the nation from an integra- 
tion and activization of its classes and forces. 

More and more Russia became identified with autocracy. “In Mos- 
cow the sovereign was everything; hence the extraordinary persistence 
with which the popular imagination fastened itself to the idea of a tsar. 
Under the new dynasty we are to have a history more and more re- 
stricted to the state alone; the life of the people is entirely suppressed.” ® 
In the omnipotent and autocratic state there were no true citizens with 
rights of their own, only subjects serving the state in complete submis- 
sion except for occasional revolts and riots which only increased the 
general lawlessness.® Human rights and legally protected liberties of 


® Pares, Bernard, History of Russia, pp. 127, 147. 

®The most important peasant risings were those of the Don Cossack Stephen Rasin (1667- 
1671), which swept the whole Volga region, and the even more formidable revolt led by 
Emelian Pugachev, a Don Cossack whose army made up of Cossacks, peasants, and many non- 
Russian Tartar and Finnish tribes, represented a serious threat from 1773 to 1775. He made 
himself master of many cities on the Volga and in the Urals and many peasants flocked to his 
standards. He was finally defeated by the great Russian general Alexander Suvorov. 
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the individual remained unknown in Russia. The vitalizing intellec 
tual and social revolutions which have shaped modern Europe, the re 
ception of Aristotelian philosophy and of Roman law, Renaissance anc 
Reformation, did not reach and fertilize Russia. In seventeenth cen 
tury England, these forces grew into the mighty tree of modern liberty 
the seeds of which spread from there to America and western Europe 
but in Russia the roots of law and freedom withered away. Thus th^ 
gulf between Russia and Europe created by the Mongol invasion re 
mained after the Mongols had been driven out. 

The Church also decayed and lost its moral authority in the seven 
teenth century. In 1654, the patriarch Nikon wished to introduce cer 
tain external church reforms in accordance with the Greek tradition 
such as the right spelling of the word Jesus and the making of the sigi 
of the cross with two fingers instead of three. But the Old Believer 
revolted and prolonged troubles and persecutions began.’' Nikon wa 
finally deposed but his reforms were retained. The dissidents iras\ol 
niki) split into many sects. Among them were to be found some of thi 
most enterprising, industrious, and progressive elements of moderr 
Russia, as well as some of the strangest mystical sects. These group, 
managed to retain some vitality, but the Church as a whole submittec 
entirely to the state and became its instrument. During that period th( 
only progressive leadership in the Russian Church was provided by th( 
Ukrainian clergy who had received a higher education in the Academy 
of Kiev under Western and Greek influences. 

In the seventeenth century the Ukraine, which had fallen undej 
Polish-Lithuanian domination, experienced a national revival. It wa; 
not centered this time in the cities but in the steppes, in the Cossacli 
Host of the Zaporozhe, the Dnieper region “below the rapids” arounc 
the fortress Sich. A frontier land situated where Russian, Polish 
Turkish, and Swedish influences met and conflicted, the Ukraine be- 
came the battleground of imperial ambitions pressing from all sides, 
In 1648 Bohdan Khmelnitsky, Hetman or Elder of the Cossack Host, 
led an uprising against the Poles, and in 1654 the General Assembly 01 
Rada of the Cossacks accepted a Russian protectorate at Pereyaslavl.^ 
Ukrainian culture revived in this new Cossack state and Kiev soon took 
intellectual precedence over Moscow. 

"^The most interesting personality among the Old Believers was the Arch-Priest Avvakum. 
See his The Life of Arch-priest Avva\um by Himself, tr. by Jane Harrison and Hope Mirrles 
(London: Hogarth Press, s. a.). 

®It was then that the Tsar adopted the title “Tsar o£ all the Great Russia, the Little Russia 
and the White Russia". See also George Vernadsky, Bochdan, Hetman of Ukraine (New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1941). 
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The Ukraine was partitioned as a result of a Russian-Polish war. Its 
western part remained with Poland, the eastern part with Kiev became 
an autonomous state under Russian protection. Through that newly 
acquired territory, Moscow came into contact and soon into conflict 
with the Ottoman Empire, for Kiev and the Dnieper were still the an- 
cient route to Constantinople. Moscow’s protection was no unmixed 
blessing for the Ukraine, the autonomy of which was more and more 
curtailed. Hetman Ivan Mazepa’s attempt “to defend the Ukraine 
from the tyranny of Muscovy” with the help of the Swedes failed in 
1709. The Hetman’s power was whittled away and finally abolished. 
In 1780, the Ukraine became an integral part of the Russian Empire and 
the history of the Cossack state and Ukrainian freedom came to an end. 
The re-awakening of Ukrainian national consciousness in the nine- 
teenth century, however, regarded the Kiev State which had lasted 
until 1240 and the Ukraine of the Hetmans as a legitimization of the 
Ukraine’s claims to national independence and as an inspiration for its 
cultural revival. 


The Empire of St. Petersburg 

So far Poland had been the bridge between Russia and Europe, and 
small numbers of foreign colonists who settled in Moscow, especially 
Germans, provided a tenuous contact with the West. The turning 
point in Russian history came when Peter I (1689-1725) decided to 
break a wide window through the wall separating Russia from Europe, 
to force a direct contact with the West, and to lay the foundation for 
Russian growth by a Europeanization of the administration and army. 
In the west the wall surrounding Russia was formed by three powerful 
states, Sweden in the north, Poland in the center, Turkey in the south. 
Peter and his successors waged a bitter struggle with all of them until 
Russia emerged the undisputed master, broke down the barrier and 
pushed her frontiers far into Europe. 

Peter understood clearly that without modernization the Russian 
state could not hold its own against Europe, much less expand and im- 
pose its will. He therefore wished to import from Europe, which he 
distrusted and feared, not the spiritual ideals of liberty and human dig- 
nity but the practical efl&ciency and technical skill needed to strengthen 
his country for war. War filled practically all the years of Peter’s 
reign, so his reforms had to be hasty, undertaken with an enormous 
wastage of wealth, labor, and human lives. The costs were not 
counted, yet the reforms remained superficial, imposed by the ruthless 
and tyrannical will of the autocrat without any real support or active 
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collaboration by the people. Thus a state was created which reared its 
subjects “to an atmosphere of arbitrary rule, general contempt for 
legality and the person, and to a blunted sense of morality.” Al- 
though Peter’s immense efforts produced only a thin veneer over tire 
primitivity of Russian life, they left a deep ferment in it. His reforms 
were discussed and disputed for two centuries. Many saw in him the 
anti-Christ who had undermined the Christian foundation of the true 
Russian order and exposed it to the destructive influences of un- 
Christian Europe. Others idolized him as the father of a better Russia. 
Some among them accepted his methods of brute force and regimenta- 
tion and found themselves opposed at every turn, as he had been, by 
the inertia of the people." 

Peter had to fight on all the frontiers of his immense realm. In 
1689 Russia faced her first armed conflict with China when Russian 
pioneers penetrated the Amur region of Manchuria. In the southwest, 
Peter occupied the Turkish fortress of Azov on the Black Sea for some 
time in the first of the two wars he fought against the Turks. But his 
most important struggle took place in the northwest against Charles 
XII of Sweden, whom he defeated in the battle of Poltava (1709). 
From Sweden he finally gained, in 1721, the Baltic provinces and 
islands which enabled him to establish direct connections with western 
Europe. Peter made Great Russia a European power, turning her face 
resolutely away from Asia towards the West. The transfer of the capi- 
tal from historic Moscow, which represented traditional Holy Russia, 
to an entirely new city without any roots in Russian soil or history, 
symbolized the modernization and secularization of Russia. St. Peters- 
burg was built in 1703 on newly conquered marshy land on Russia’s 
border nearest to Europe. Peter was the first Russian sovereign to visit 
Europe and to grow enthusiastic about the mechanical civilization of 
the industrialized West. Under its influence, he laid the foundations 
of the modern Russian nation. 

The religious oriental civilization of Russia gave way slowly to a 
modern secular civilization. Peter reformed the calendar, introduced 
a simplified alphabet, substituted a simpler language nearer to every- 

®Oii Peter the Great, his reforms, and their consequences, sec V. 0 . Kluchevsky, A History 
of Russia, tr. by C. J. Hogarth (London: Dent, 1926) voL IV; Hans Kohn, The Idea of Na- 
tionalism (New York: Macmillan, 1944) p. 560-572; E. Schuyler, Peter the Great, 2 vols. (New 
York, 1884); Kasimierz Waliszewski, Peter the Great, 2 vols. (London & New York, 1897.) 
Peter abolished the patriarchate (1721) and replaced it by the Holy Synod, a council of bishops 
of the Orthodox Church, presided over by a layman (procurator) appointed by the Tsar. This 
measure did not secularize or reform Russian life, but completely subordinated the Church to 
the Tsar, who now became, in a way unknown anywhere in the West, the undisputed secular 
and ecclesiastical head of the totality of Russian life. 
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day speech for the archaic religious literary style, began to publish the 
first newspaper in Russian and to print the first secular books ; manuals 
of science and of the new ways of life. The administration and the 
army were largely patterned on the German example. In the Kiev 
period, Byzantine influences had predominated, chiefly through the 
Church; in the Moscow period, Tartar influences had prevailed. The 
St. Petersburg period was shaped by Germany as a teacher, working 
through the court and the bureaucracy. German scholars helped to 
found the first Russian University in Moscow (1755). The Imperial 
Academy of Science of Petersburg (1726) consisted largely of foreign- 
ers. Literary life in Russia, however, developed under French influ- 
ence, as did German literature itself in the first half of the eighteenth 
century, and Catherine II (1762-1796), herself a prolific writer, estab- 
lished the court as a model of Westernized cultural life. 

Soon, however, native forces began to play a more active role. Mi- 
chael Lomonosov (1712-1765), the son of a peasant from Archangel, 
showed the immense abilities and adaptability of the Russian people 
emerging from seclusion and backwardness. This self-made man not 
only became a scientist of the first rank, but helped through his Russian 
grammar to transform the language into an instrument for the expres- 
sion of modern thought. He wrote a Russian history to “reveal the 
glorious deeds of our rulers,” so that everyone “might find in the Slavic 
sagas deeds as magnificent as those of ancient Greece and Rome, and 
Russia need never again be humiliated.” He appealed to Russian 
youth to enrich Russian literature and to study diligently, so that Russia 
would have her own Platos and Newtons, become glorious, and utilize 
her immense idle natural resources. By the end of the eighteenth cen- 
tury a modern Russian literature began to develop in many fields. A 
new self-confidence animated the Russian educated class, which viewed 
Russia as the equal and soon as the superior of Europe. This new 
pride was strengthened by Russian achievements in the field of foreign 
policy. During the eighteenth century Russia became an active and 
full-fledged member of the concert of European great powers. 

A rapid decline in the moral and material position of the formerly 
powerful Polish and Turkish states went hand in hand with the rise of 
Russian might and the progress of Russian civilization. Sweden had 
been eliminated as a great power in 1721 and two Swedish attempts to 
regain Karelia and parts of Finland failed. Several wars with the 
Turks brought important successes: the treaty of Kutchuk Kainarji 
(1774), by which Russia acquired the right to intervene on behalf of 
the Danubian Turkish provinces of Moldavia and Wallachia and in the 
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affairs of Greek Orthodox Christians in the Ottoman Empire; and die 
annexation of the Crimea (1783). Russia participated actively in the 
Seven Years’ War, in which her armies reached Central Europe, and 
occupied Berlin for a short time in 1760. But the most important Rus- 
sian successes were achieved against Poland, where Russia’s influence 
was paramount after 1733. By the three partitions of Poland (i772) 
1793, 1795), Russia acquired the whole of Lithuania, White Russia, and 
the Ukraine (except for Galicia, which went to Austria) and thus be- 
came a direct neighbor of Prussia and Austria. Poland was extin- 
guished as an independent nation for one hundred and twenty-three 
years.^° 

In its internal development, Russia changed from an unlimited autoc- 
racy into a state in which the tsar recognized certain rights of the no- 
bility. Under Catherine II the aristocracy was freed from its obliga- 
tions of service to the state, received legal rights and soon a number of 
im portant privileges at the expense of the peasant masses. Catherine 
also modernized the provincial administration and a free public opin- 
ion began to develop under the influence of French rationalism. Yet 
serfdom remained the foundation of the state and all attempts at more 
thoroughgoing reforms collapsed because of the great fear of the French 
Revolution. 


The Napoleonic Period 

The war against the French Revolution completed Russia’s rise to a 
dominant position in the councils of Europe. Paul I (1796-1801) par- 
ticipated in the war of the second coalition against the French Republic. 
In 1799 Alexander Suvorov, the greatest Russian general of all time, led 
victorious Russian armies deep into Italy and defeated the French in the 
battles of the Trebbia and Novi. Paul’s successor, Alexander I (1801- 
1825), participated in the war of the third coalition which ended in the 
alliance between Alexander and Napoleon at Tilsit in 1807, an alliance 
broken in 1812 by Napoleon’s invasion of Russia. In the ensuing 
“Great Patriotic War,” as the war is known in Russian history, the Rus- 
sians under General Michael Kutusov abandoned Moscow after the 
battle of Borodino (September, 1812), but forced Napoleon to retreat 
from the city by burning Moscow. Retreating toward Smolensk, Na- 

^°On the partitions o£ Poland, see R. Nisbet Bain, Slavonic Europe, a Political History of 
Poland and Russia from I44y-iyg6 (Cambridge University Press, 1908); R. H. Lord, The 
Second Partition of Poland (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1915); on Poland in gen- 
eral, The Cambridge History of Poland, Vol. II (Cambridge University Press, 1941); O. Halecki, 
History of Poland (New York: Roy, 1943); Waclaw Lednicki, Life and Culture of Poland as 
reflected in PoUsh Literature (New York: Roy, 1944). 
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poleon escaped from Russia harassed by the severe winter and by en- 
emy forces (crossing the Beresina river). The Russians were not satis- 
fied with driving the invader from their soil, but defeated Napoleon 
in Germany and France in an alliance with Prussia, Britain, and Aus- 
tria. In March, 1814, Russian troops under Alexander I set foot in 
Paris. 

At the Congress of Vienna (1814-1815), Alexander I was one of the 
dominant figures, the father of the Holy Alliance (September, 1815). 
Like that of all important Russian rulers, Alexander’s career was one of 
wars and conquests. His grandmother Catherine had named him in 
memory of the imperial example of Alexander the Great and had 
called her second grandson Constantine, with similar historic implica- 
tions. Under Alexander, Russia fought with Persia and annexed Geor- 
gia and Daghestan in the Caucasus, built frontier fortifications in 
Alaska and northern California, and acquired the whole of Finland in 
a war with Sweden. Finland, however, retained an autonomous con- 
stitution as a Grand Duchy. Poland likewise was joined with Russia 
by the Congress of Vienna as an autonomous kingdom with its own 
constitution and administration. 

The period of the Napoleonic Wars saw the rise of Russia as the lead- 
ing military power in Europe and also sharpened the discussion about 
Russia’s position in the world. Alexander I started his life with liberal 
ideas, and Count Michael Speransky prepared detailed plans for in- 
ternal reform and the reorganization of national life. But reactionary 
tendencies soon prevailed. Nikolai Karamzin (1765-1826), who in his 
younger years created the modern Russian literary style under French 
influence and who later turned to writing the first widely read History 
of the Russian State, glorified autocracy, orthodoxy, and the Russian 
past. He saw the greatness of Russia not in Peter but in Ivan the 
Dread. He aroused a great pride in Russia in the hearts of his readers. 
“Looking on the immensity of that monarchy which is unique in the 
world, our mind feels overwhelmed. Never did Rome equal it in 
greatness.” He regarded obedience to the autocrat as the basic strength 
of the nation and advised isolation and reliance upon Russia’s native 
forces. Karamzin’s philosophy of history became the official attitude 
of Russia in the nineteenth century. 

But contact with Europe, through the Napoleonic Wars, had become 
too close to allow the glorification of the past to remain unchallenged. 
As a result, members of the nobility and the officer class, organized in 
secret societies, staged an uprising at the death of Alexander I in De- 
cember, 1825, to overthrow autocracy, to abolish serfdom, and to intro- 
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duce constitutional government. They failed because they were com- 
pletely unsupported by the people. But they left a deep impression 
upon all subsequent revolutionary movements in Russia. The strug- 
gle between autocracy and constitutionalism which began in 1825 was 
to fill the history of nineteenth-century Russia. It is not yet decided. 
Even when autocracy crashed in 1917, constitutionalism was not vic- 
torious. The forces of liberty and law in Russia were too weak to tri- 
umph, Nineteenth-century autocracy caused Russia to lag far behind 
Europe.^’^ 

Nineteenth-Century Russia 

Russia’s problem in the nineteenth century can be simply stated. It 
remained an eighteenth-century state based on autocracy and nobility 
at a time when these forces were no longer sufficient to insure Russia’s 
vitality in altered social circumstances. In western Europe, state and 
society worked harmoniously under the guidance of an awakened pub- 
lic opinion. Even in central Europe, modern nations grew up by the 
integration of the people into the nation. But in Russia the gulf be- 
tween the state and the people widened and public opinion, growing 
slowly through literature as its only available outlet, was forced into 
opposition. Yet it lacked the social strength to overcome the lawless- 
ness of autocracy by imposing a rule of law. 

In spite of these internal tensions and Russia’s general backwardness, 
imperial expansion did not slacken. The western frontiers of the em- 
pire were well established by 1815. Finland, the Baltic provinces, Po- 
land, and Bessarabia formed Russia’s vanguard on its western ap- 
proaches and secured its access to the Baltic and Black Seas. Efforts to 
control the Balkan peninsula and the Straits of Constantinople and thus 
to secure the road to the Mediterranean failed, in spite of the fact that 
Russia waged a number of wars against Turkey (1806-1812, 1828-29, 
1853-56, 1877-78). These wars were officially undertaken for the “lib- 
eration” of the people of orthodox faith in the Ottoman Empire or of 
the Balkan Slavs, and were supported by the religious and pan-Slav 
nationalist currents in Russia. 

Mazour, Anatole G., The First Russian Revolution, 182^ (Berkeley: University of Cali- 
fornia Press, 1937)* The great revolutionary thinker, Alexander Herzen, wrote of the De- 
cembrists: “The heritage we received from the Decembrists was an awakened feelmg of human 
dignity, the striving for independence, the hatred for slavery, the respect for Western Europe 
and for the Revolution, the faith in the possibility of an upheaval in Russia, the passionate de- 
sire to take part in it, the youth and freshness of our energies/’ {My Fast and Thoughts, 
The Memoirs of Alexander Herzen, tr. by Constance Garnett. (London; Chatto and Windus, 
1927). VoL VI, p. 204. Pushkin, the greatest Russian poet, characterized on the other hand 
Karamzin’s famous history in the following lines: “In his History, beauty and simplicity prove 
without bias the necessity of autocracy and the charm of the whip.” 
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Nineteenth-century Russia was more successful in its vast empire 
building in Asia, where it pressed relentlessly forward towards the 
Persian Gulf, the Indian Ocean, and the ice-free ports of the Pacific. 
From Persia, Russia acquired Armenia and possessions south of the 
Caucasus Mountains. In central Asia, the Russians conquered the 
Mohammedan khanats of Kokand, Bokhara, and Khiva (1865-1881) 
and advanced their frontier to Afghanistan and the Pamir plateau, only 
a short distance from British India. Throughout the nineteenth cen- 
tury, Britain felt that her Asiatic possessions were threatened by Russia. 
In the Far East, Russia acquired from China the left bank of the Amur 
River in Manchuria and the coastal region of eastern Manchuria where 
Vladivostok, the “Ruler of the East,” was founded in i860. By the end 
of the century, the Russians had penetrated into Manchuria, interfered 
in Korea, and established an ice-free port in Port Arthur (1898) on the 
Liaotung Peninsula. These advances brought about the war with 
Japan ( 1904-05) . The defeat in that war turned Russia’s attention from 
the Far East back to the Balkans, where Russian aspirations clashed 
with German and resulted in the outbreak of World War I. 

All through the nineteenth century, the Russian Government had 
felt a deep affinity and community of interest with the German mon- 
archies, especially with Prussia. From the Holy Alliance (an alliance 
of the Romanovs with the Habsburgs and Hohenzollerns) until Bis- 
marck’s dismissal (1890), the Russian and Prussian rulers saw in close 
collaboration a bulwark against the penetration of Western democratic 
ideals into their domains. Only the growing fear of Germany’s limit- 
less aspirations, as openly expressed under William 11 , drove the Russian 
autocrat, very much against his inclinations, into an alliance with re- 
publican France (1891-1894). Fear and distrust of Germany also 
brought about an entente between Russia and Britain (1907). In 
World War I, Russia thus found herself fighting on the same side as 
the Western democracies against the common threat of Germany. 
Strategic necessity and the will to survive brought them together rather 
than any similarity of political ideas. 

The political ideas of official Russia were set for the nineteenth 
century under Nikolai I (1825-1855). He came to the throne as a 
suppressor of the Decembrist revolution and in 1830-31 defeated the 
revolution of Poland which ended in the abrogation of the Polish con- 
stitution and the forcible Russification of the country. 

Nikolai thus became a determined opponent of all liberal and pro- 
gressive ideas. He firmly believed that Russia was the Ark of Salvation 
in the general flood of liberalism which swept over Europe. Russia 
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became the most reactionary country, ruled with extreme brutality, in 
which every attempt at independent thinking or individual action was 
ruthlessly suppressed. All intellectual life was strictly controlled, all 
liberal manifestations were drastically repressed. The whole state was 
nothing but an immense police barracks, a bureaucratic machine dead- 
ening all spontaneous life and tempered only by inefficiency and cor- 
ruption. The famous secret police (the “third section of His Majesty’s 
own chancery”) was in control of all Russian life from 1826 to 1880. 
Count Uvarov, Minister of Education from 1833 to 1849, proclaimed 
orthodoxy, autocracy, and Russian nationality as the foundation of na- 
tional education. “The emperor of all Russia is an autocratic and un- 
limited monarch. God himself commands to obey the Tsar’s su- 
preme command not only out of fear, but for conscience’s sake.” 
Throughout the empire unquestioning discipline was enforced in the 
spirit of absolute authority. 

Under these conditions, Russian creative life found its refuge in litera- 
ture which mirrored and analyzed the existing situation. It speaks 
well for the vitality of the Russian people that a flowering of literature 
set in under the regime of Nikolai I which almost at one stroke made 
this young literature equal to its older European sisters.^^ Western in- 
fluences could not be entirely kept out by the autocracy. The romantic 
poets of England and France, especially Lord Byron, influenced artistic 
youth. The German philosophers Hegel, Schelling, and Feuerbach, 
and the French socialists, especially Saint Simon, were eagerly read by 
the intellectuals in Moscow and St. Petersburg. Russian literature 
found its greatest poet in Alexander Pushkin (1799-1837), whose novel 
in verse Eugene Onegin (1823-31) introduced two model types for 
nineteenth-century Russian literature. One was the male hero, highly 
gifted, full of pride, plans, and intentions, but unable to realize them, 
a Hamlet-like figure of a “superfluous man,” fundamentally an egoist 
inspired by many beautiful words.^® The other was Tatyana, the noble 


“This flowering of literature was really remarkable in a society of which Bernard Pares, 
A History of Russia, p. 328£ writes: “While the censorship crippled thought and the bureau- 
cracy pounded out its innumerable regulations, the public lay in a state of torpor. Nothing is 
more striking than the abasement of so many even of the most independent minds before the 
authority of the supreme drill master. Servility was the rule everywhere, the very qualities 
of loyalty and service took a character of degradation.” 

“The character of Onegin is indicated by the brief characterization in French by which 
Pushkin prefaces his novel: “Petri de vanite il avait avouer encore plus de cette especc d’orgueil 
qui fait avouer avec la meme indiflerence les bonnes comme les mauvaises actions, suite d’un 
sentiment de superiorite, peut-etre imaginaire.” Pushkin, who was killed in a duel, foresaw in 
one of his last poems. Unto myself 1 rear a monument, his future fame. Much of his work 
was set to music by famous Russian composers. Michael Glinka (1803-1857), the first mod- 
ern Russian composer, who wrote the famous patriotic opera, The Life for the Tsar (1836), 
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Russian girl of whose many sisters Turgenyev said, “Russian women, 
you are all more lofty than we men.” 

The other great poet of the period, Michael Lermontov (1814-1841), 
created a similar hero in his novel, A Hero of Our Time (1840) : Petch- 
orin, who ends as a disillusioned man and regards his own frustration 
with an aloof irony, but is in reality a suppressed idealist who has be- 
come skeptical of all ideas because the hostile environment was too 
strong and too repellent. What this environment was is revealed to us 
in bitter satires, like the famous play The Misfortune of Being Clever 
by Alexander Griboyedov (1795-1829) and the Inspector General by 
Nikolai Gogol (1809-1852), who unfolds a Dickensian panorama of 
contemporary life among Russian landowners in his novel Dead Souls 
(1842). Everywhere servility, intellectual stagnation, and vulgarity 
are encountered. Russian literature thus easily becomes an indictment 
of Russian life. Most of the authors belonged to the aristocracy, even to 
court circles; they grew up in the atmosphere of serfdom and idleness; 
some of them became a characteristic Russian type, the “repentant aris- 
tocrat” who confesses his sins and those of his society. The general 
apathy of the life of the gentry has been masterfully depicted by Ivan 
Goncharov (1812-1891) in his famous novel Oblomov (1857), the story 
of a young man whose good will and charm are entirely wasted 
through indecision and passivity. The oppressive atmosphere of Rus- 
sian autocracy sentenced its best sons to a parasitic existence. 

Condemned to inactivity, Russian intellectuals spent most of their 
time needlessly discussing the future of Russia, the meaning of her his- 
tory, and her place in the world. Deeply aware of the almost unbridge- 
able differences between Russia and Europe, all their thoughts revolved 
around the relations of these two worlds. One school, the Westerners, 
believed in the need for the Europeanization of Russia, of the broaden- 
ing and deepening of Peter’s work. They were appalled by the primi- 
tivity and backwardness of Russian life, and saw the cause of Russia’s 
stagnation in the separation from the WesL^® On the other hand, the 

composed Pushkin’s poem, Russian and Lyudmilla, Modest Moussorgsky (1835-1881) based 
his opera Boris Godunov on Pushkin’s drama of the same name, and Peter Tschaikovsky (1840- 
93) owed much of his early popularity to his Eugene Onegin (1879). 

^^In Turgenyev’s Virgin Soil. In Turgenyev’s novels, as in most Russian novels of the 
nineteenth century, men are often vacillating and weak, women generous and self-reliant. 

^ One of the most interesting early thinkers appalled by Russia’s time-lag was Peter Chaadayev 
(1794-1856). In his first Letter, published in 1836, he wrote: “We are neither part of the 
West nor of the East. We have lived as it were outside of history and have remained un- 
touched by the universal education of the human race . . . Lonely in the world, we have 
given nothing at all to the world . . . Not one useful thought grew on the barren soil of our 
land, we made no effort to think for ourselves and of what others thought we accepted only 
the surface and frill.” But even many of the Westerners were convinced of Russia’s superiority 
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Slavophiles looked back to Russia before Peter, which they idealized in 
a romantic way and in which they found a national unity firmly estab- 
lished on the rock of orthodox faith. They saw in the West a civiliza- 
tion decaying as a result of rationalism and materialism, and a society 
disintegrating as a result of class war and greed. Only in Russia did 
they find harmony and wholeness; from Russia alone, therefore, would 
come the salvation of Europe. Out of the narrow and miserable reality 
of Russian life grew fantastic dreams of Russia as a savior of mankind 
from social and moral chaos, as the founder of a universal and harmoni- 
ous civilization. This Russian messianism often expressed itself in an 
unbridled glorification of reaction, a nostalgia for the past, sometimes 
however as the hope of a typically Russian socialism which would not 
have to pass through the ugliness and degradation of Western capital- 
istic society but would spring straight out of the deep resources of the 
Russian masses with their communal traditions of mir and artel^^ In 
any case Russia was regarded as fundamentally different from the West, 
which was old and spent, while Russia, young and yet unfulfilled, could 
confidently expect the dawn of her day if she would only keep herself 
uncontaminated by Europe’s poison.^^ But all these dreams of Russia’s 
superiority and of the West’s decay were shattered for the time being 
when the much-vaunted power of Russia collapsed miserably in the 
Crimean War as a result of general inefficiency and corruption. The 
need for reform became manifest to everybody. 

The new Tsar Alexander II (1855-1881) set out as the reforming 


or at least potential superiority. Alexander Herzen (1812-1870), who lived abroad after 1847 
and published Kolokpl (The Bell), the first revolutionary periodical of importance, developed 
more and more faith in Russia. “Russia,” he wrote, “is not bound like Europe by tife past 
or by scruples. She is too unhappy to be satisfied with anything less than full freedom. Once 
Russia will have gained strength, she will lead mankind to the destruction of decaying civil- 
ization.” 

The artel was a cooperative craft society, reminiscent in some ways of the mediaeval guild; 
the mir was a village community considering the land as common property. Slavophiles re- 
garded the mir as ancient and exclusively Russian. In reality the mir was discovered for them 
by a German traveler and student of Russia, August von Haxthausen, in the nineteenth century. 
It is in no way confined to Russians or Slavs, and the Russian mir, far from being an e-xpression 
of basic national ideals, is a fairly recent growth due to considerations of tax collection or to 
growing population pressure. 

The Slavophiles owed their theory not to any original Russian thought but to the influence 
and imitation of German romanticism and its anti-Western attitude. See Hans Kohn, Not By 
Arms Alone (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1940), pp. i05ff. The extravagant claims 
of Russian messianism were rebuked by the great Russian thinker, Vladimir Soloviev (1853- 
1900): “The Slavophiles did not feel and recognize the common root of evil in Russian life, 
of that evil that caused the violence done to the serfs, the injustice of the officials and many 
other things, the general lawlessness which could arise because the concepts of honor and 
dignity of human personality were still very weak.” The principle of human rights and of 
the absolute value of the free personality should have been opposed, historically, to this law- 
lessness. These are Western European principles which had no connection with anything pe- 
culiarly Russian. He regarded Russia’s isolation as Russia’s misfortune. 
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Tsar^ but his good intentions were largely frustrated by the half- 
heartedness of his attempts and the inertia of the administration. Even 
so, the foundations were laid for the transformation of Russian society 
during his regime. On March 3, 1861, serfdom was abolished, after a 
relative freedom of press had allowed a discussion of the urgency and 
methods of the proposed measure. The former serfs received land 
allotted to them as communal village property — mir — ^with periodic 
redistribution of plots which were not consolidated enough to allow 
any progressive intensification of agriculture. The landlords were re- 
imbursed by government bonds for 'which the peasants had to pay in 
forty-nine annuities guaranteed by the mir. The emancipation of the 
serfs weakened the landowners economically without fully satisfying 
the land hunger of the peasantry, but it freed almost 70 per cent of the 
population from its bonds, mobilized new social forces, made indus- 
trialization possible, and necessitated a complete overhauling of the 
administration. In 1864 thorough reforms improved the judiciary and 
the foundations for provincial self-government were laid in the 
zemstvo. In 1870 municipal self-government was granted. In 1874 
universal army service was modernized and humanized, and a number 
of educational reforms expanded scholastic opportunities, especially for 
women who were admitted to the universities in 1876.^^ 

The freer life under Alexander II witnessed the second great flower- 
ing of Russian literature, no longer an age in which poets dominated, 
but novelists who analyzed society and dug deep into the heart of Rus- 
sia. Ivan Turgenyev (1818-1883), Fedor Dostoyevsky (1821-1881), and 
Count Leo Tolstoi (1828-1910) established the world fame of Russian 
letters. Turgenyev was a Westerner of aristocratic birth whose novels 
represent stylistic masterpieces. Dostoyevsky, who came from the 
lower urban middle class, hated Europe and joined the Slavophiles. 
No writer has ever shown a deeper psychological insight into the inner- 
most recesses of the human heart. All his characters are typically Rus- 
sians, sinners and criminals and little men who suffer and talk and 
reveal. Tolstoi, like Turgenyev a scion of the landowning nobility, 
did not migrate to Europe; from his country estate at Yasnaya Polyana 
he gave to the world the great panorama of War and Peace^ a glorifi- 
cation of the Russian masses as the real hero of the patriotic War of 

On Russian life before the emancipation, see the famous memoirs of Alexander Herzen (see 
note ii), of Prince Peter Kropotkin, Memoirs of a Revolutionist (Boston: 1899), and of Sergey 
Aksakov, Chronicles of a Russian Family (for the end of the eighteenth century) tr. by M. C. 
Beverley (New York: Dutton, n.d.); on the revolutionary acuvity under Alexander II the works 
by Stepniak (S. M. Kravchinski) , among them Underground Russia, Revolutionary Profiles and 
Sketches from Life (New York; Scribner, 1883), 
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1812, and turned later from artistic creation to the problems of social 
ethics and religious quest which underlie so much of Russian thinking. 
Like Dostoyevsky, Tolstoi was a God-seeker, but he had none of the 
former’s darkness and depth; he was much more a universal figure with 
a Rousseau-like confidence in the goodness of the common man and an 
eighteenth-century faith in the light of reason. But it is Dostoyevsky 
whose novels and journalistic writings hold the key to an understanding 
of many sides of the Russian of the nineteenth century, a man in many 
ways alien to Europe. 

Forces of Transformation 

At the same time, forces were at work transforming Russia under the 
impact of Western civilization and of modern industrial society. Alex- 
ander’s reforms held out new vistas but did not fulfill their promise. 
But Russia’s energies had been liberated ; after the long winter of Niko- 
lai’s oppression the earth began to thaw. The young revolutionary 
movement which began in the ’6o’s was a movement of the intelligent- 
sia, the product of discussions and dreams, without any close contact 
with reality and therefore doomed to sterility, but it filled the hearts of 
Russian youth with fervent ideals and broke the intellectual and moral 
stagnation. People of the generation of the ’6o’s are known as nihilists 
and have been portrayed in the famous figure of the student Bazarov 
in Turgenyev’s Fathers and Sons. They rejected the romantic sen- 
timentality and the aristocratic boredom of the older generation, they 
dreamt of uprooting all the rotten past and of building an entirely new 
society based upon science. What Russia needed, in their opinion, were 
factories and laboratories, not poetry or religion. 

But in reality they also remained dreamers who did not take any 
practical steps towards the realization of their programs. They devel- 
oped, in their rejection of traditional morality and in their helplessness 
against the power of governmental terror, the mysticism of revolution- 
ary activity. Secret organizations carried on the fight with the police 
and with the oppressive state machine which stifled all individuality 
and condemned it to passivity, but these exciting conspiracies with their 
inherent danger sometimes created an amoral attitude in which the 
revolution became an aim in itself and all means to that end seemed 
permissible. The extreme case of Sergei Nechayev, who was tried in 
1871, served as a model for Dostoyevsky’s novel The Possessed, in 
which he drew a hateful picture of the nihilists. 

The longing of the intelligentsia to end their isolation and to bridge 
the gulf separating them from the masses brought about in the ’70’s 
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the movement known as “going to the people”, the narodnichestvo. 
The effort to enlighten the peasants foundered on the lethargy of the 
masses; the ethical duty of devotion to them, as preached by Peter 
Lavrov (1823-1900), proved a quixotic enterprise. 

So revolutionary youth turned to another quixotic quest: an effort to 
break the power of government reaction by organized terror which 
would liberate the masses. In 1876 an organization known as zemlya i 
volya (land and liberty) was founded and in 1879 another called 
narodnaya volya (will of the people). Terrorist acts followed in quick 
succession. In 1878 Vyera Zasulich attempted to assassinate General 
Trepov and was acquitted by a jury; in the same year Stepnyak killed 
the chief of the gendarmerie. Only three years later the last of a long 
line of attempts on the life of the Tsar succeeded. On March 13, 1881, 
the Tsar liberator perished by bombs thrown by the terrorists. Many 
of them had no clear political program. They lived by a mystical faith 
in the Russian masses and the traditional communal forms of their life 
in which they saw a bulwark against Western capitalism and a basis for 
a future socialist organization on the land. “Land and liberty” meant 
to them the socialization of the land and the convocation of a constitu- 
ent assembly, the demands of the later Socialist Revolutionary Party 
which united the overwhelming majority of the Russian masses behind 
its program in 1917. 

Alexander III (1881-1894) ascended the throne determined to avenge 
his father and to stamp out revolution. He succeeded and a new dark 
age descended upon Russia: the stifling “Gray Days” with their total 
absence of any sense of social purpose and creative labor. The popu- 
lism of the ’70’s had failed to take root. Turgenyev in his last novel 
Virgin 'Soil has left us a picture of the verbose utopianism of the ideal- 
istic youth movement; but in his novel there is also a lonely figure, the 
engineer and factory executive Solomin, a silent man of peasant origin 
who knows the masses, who does not talk, who has no great dreams, 
who has learned from the West the need of concrete constructive action 
in daily life to clean up the Augean Stables of Russia. But Solomin’s 
time had not yet come. Under Alexander III, Russia followed the 
road of the most reactionary Slavophilism. Constantine Pobyedonost- 
sev (1827-1907), the former tutor of the Tsar, became procurator of 
the Holy Synod and Russia’s intellectual mentor until 1905; the chau- 
vinistic journalism of Michael Katkov (1818-1887) set the official tone. 
In this atmosphere of reaction and oppression, Anton Chekhov (1860- 
1904) wrote his plays and short stories portraying the hopeless sadness 
of middle-class life, especially in the provinces, the bankruptcy of the 
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intellectuals, and the inertia which spent itself in beautiful words and 
dreams without strength. 

Yet it was under Alexander III and his son Nikolai II (1894-1917) 
that the irresistible march of capitalistic penetration transformed Rus- 
sia. For military purposes railroads had to be built, industries estab- 
lished, the mineral wealth of the country tapped. Foreign capital 
flowed into Russia and brought a wave of prosperity. The cities began 
to grow; the urban population in Russia had amounted to only 4.4 per 
cent in 1812. By 1897 it had reached 13.25 per cent, still a very low 
proportion compared with Western Europe. Agricultural output still 
remained much too low; industrialization was spotty and topheavy. 
Yet it changed Russia. Sergei Witte (1849-1915), Minister of Com- 
munications and later of Finance, promoted the penetration of capital- 
ism, but this industrial advance made the discrepancy between a half- 
way modernized fagade and the backward governmental reality even 
more glaring.^® 

Nor was Russia strengthened when Alexander III began a ruthless 
policy of oppression of all the national and religious minorities of the 
vast Russian Empire, within which the Great Russians formed only 43 
per cent of the population. A definite attempt was made to Russify 
the non-Russian peoples and the schools were devoted to that purpose. 
Many peoples like the Ukrainians and the Lithuanians were not per- 
mitted to use their own tongues. The Russian language was the only 
official language, the Russian element was favored in every possible 
way. Nothing was done for the cultural and economic progress of the 
non-Russian populations, least of all for the inorodtsi (“of alien origin”, 
mostly Asiatics). State and Church rivaled one another in their ruth- 
less policy of colonization at the expense of the people of non-Orthodox 
faith, especially the Mohammedans. The Jews were singled out and 
openly persecuted, partly through pogroms, often organized by the 
government police, partly through the denial of legal equality. As a 
result, the nationalist movements among the more progressive of these 
peoples began to work hand-in-hand with the Russian revolutionaries 
for a change in the Russian system of government. Russian chauvin- 
ism continually fed the flame of nationalism among the oppressed 
minorities. 

The industrialization of Russia brought to the fore new classes, a 

that periodj see K- P. Pobyedonostsev, Reflections of a Russian Statesman (London, 
1898) and Memoirs of Count Witte (New York: Doubleday Doran, 1921). On the Russian 
nationalism o£ the period, sec Hans Kohn, Pfophets and Peoples (New York: Macmillan, 1946) 
Ch. V. 
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strengthened bourgeoisie and a proletariat. The middle class de- 
manded reforms which would free their economic activities from obso- 
lete fetters and would guarantee legal security; the proletariat began to 
show signs of industrial unrest. The ideas of Karl Marx had pene- 
trated into Russia through George Plekhanov (1857-1918), and in 1898 
the Social Democratic Labor Party of Russia was founded. At its sec- 
ond party congress in 1903 it split into a minority group (Mensheviks), 
who favored a loosely organized mass party, and a majority group 
(Bolsheviks) under Vladimir Ulyanov (Nikolai Lenin, 1870-1924), 
who demanded a highly centralized and disciplined party with a small 
membership of picked revolutionaries ready for action at the decisive 
moment. The new economic activities and growing prosperity re- 
kindled a new revolutionary spirit. 

By the beginning of the twentieth century a wave of strikes spread 
over Russia. Terrorist activity was resumed and culminated in the 
assassination of Viacheslav Plehve, the energetic Minister of the Interior, 
in 1904. A new spirit of self-confidence filled the masses and spread to 
the intelligentsia. The Russian writer Maxim Gorky (Alexei Peshkov, 
1868-1936) portrayed in his short stories the new Russian, a rebel and 
no longer a captive of life, showing no self-pity or self-accusation, but 
aggressive energy and hard courage. A new Russia was emerging. 
The Russian masses from which Gorky himself had come began to 
stir and to demand, still vaguely, not individual liberties but free scope 
for a release of their energies. Russia’s defeat in the War of 1904-05 
against Japan again revealed the incompetence of the government. In 
1905 the Russian Revolution began. 

Revolution 

The Revolution of 1905 was an unorganized movement. It began on 
the “Bloody Sunday” in January when a demonstration of unarmed 
workers marching to present a petition to the Tsar were fired upon in 
the typically cruel Russian way. Peasant uprisings, workers’ strikes, 
unrest of the non-Russian nationalities spread throughout the empire. 
But the autocracy did not yield until October, when a general strike, 
directed by councils of workmen (soviets) formed for that purpose in 
St. Petersburg and other cities, paralyzed the country. At the end of 
October the Tsar found himself forced to promise a constitution with 
legislative powers for an elected Duma and the granting of civil liber- 
ties. This concession split the re volutionaries — JThe middle classes 
were ready to accept the constitution as a first step, but the workers 
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rejected it. Their armed insurrection in Moscow at the end of Decem- 
ber was crushed. Reaction triumphed. With the support of the ex- 
treme nationalists and of the dregs of the masses, it organized pogroms 
against the intelligentsia and the Jews. Prime Minister Witte, ap- 
pointed in October, 1905, was dismissed as too liberal in May, 1906, and 
replaced by Goremykin, an old arch-reactionary. 

The first two Dumas, elected in May, 1906, and in March, 1907, were 
dismissed after a few months because the liberal opposition in them was 
too strong. It was represented by the Socialists and by the progressive 
bourgeoisie which, under the leadership of Professor Paul Milyukov, 
formed the Constitutional Democratic Party (Xadets). The govern- 
ment imposed an electoral reform in 1907 which deprived the non- 
Russian nationalities and the masses of a large share of tlieir represen- 
tation. As a result, the third Duma (1907-1912) and the fourth Duma 
(1912-1917) were in more of a mood to cooperate with the reactionary 
government. The autocracy found in Peter Stolypin (1862-1911) an 
energetic Minister of the Interior. His agrarian reforms in 1906 tried 
to gain a broader base of support for the government in a prosperous 
peasant class. They favored the dissolution of the mir and the con- 
solidation of scattered peasant holdings. Better credit facilities were 
provided and agriculture reaped rapid benefits. The more energetic 
peasants were able to buy more land and to develop it. This growing 
class of prosperous peasants (^ulaf^s) contrasted the more sharply with 
the poorer peasants of the villages who lacked the intelligence and in- 
dustry to take advantage of Stolypin’s progressive reforms.^® 

The revolution of 1905 failed to break the hold of autocracy on Rus- 
sia. There had been no cooperation between the four different groups 
which found themselves in a revolutionary situation: the peasants, the 
workers, the middle class, and the non-Russian nationalities. They 
were united only in a negative aim and had no concerted plan of action. 
The year of struggle and hopes was followed by a period of disillusion 
and soul-searching on the part of the intelligentsia. Yet the 1905 revo- 
lution was not wholly unsuccessful: it had aroused the peasants and the 
non-Russian nationalities from their lethargy and taught them lessons 
not easily forgotten. 

By 1910 the revolutionary spirit was again revived in Russia. Coop- 
erative societies and trade unions slowly trained new revolutionary 


^Milyukov, Paul N., Russia and its Crisis (Chicago, 1905) and Maurice Baring, A Year 
in Russia (London, 1908). On the Russian revolution and its background, see Hans Kohn, 
Revolutions and Dictatorships^ 3rd ed., (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1943) pp. 84- 
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forces. In a patriotic fervor to reassert Russia’s position as a great 
power, the government and the Duma collaborated to expand indus- 
trialization, to improve communications, and to modernize the army. 
Strikes involved a growing number of workers and were sometimes 
suppressed with the utmost brutality, like the strike in the Lena gold- 
fields in 1912. Terrorism again made its appearance and demanded 
its victims, one of whom was Stolypin. He was the last able pillar of 
court reaction. Thereafter the court, more and more under the influ- 
ence of Gregory Rasputin, grew completely out of touch with the times 
and with the nation. It regarded even the overwhelmingly reaction- 
ary Duma as a radical body. It appointed ministers without the slight- 
est qualifications for their tasks for reasons of intrigue and favoritism. 
Russia entered World War I under these conditions, before the neces- 
sary reforms of army and administration made her strong enough to 
face the immense strain of a modern war against a powerful enemy in 
which the existence of the nation itself was at stake.^^ 

The inefficiency and corruption of the government soon chilled the 
patriotic zeal which had swept over Russia in 1914 and had united the 
nation in unprecedented enthusiasm. The war demanded ever-grow- 
ing sacrifices; the armies lacked sufficient supplies and competent lead- 
ership. Economic chaos grew rapidly. The breakdown of transpor- 
tation subjected the populations in the industrial centers to increasing 
hardships. The confidence of the upper classes in the government was 
definitely shaken — the fatherland seemed endangered by inefficiency 
and perhaps by outright treason. Under these circumstances, the pa- 
triotism of the educated classes and the longing of the masses for peace 
and bread combined. As a result, the Tsarist autocracy collapsed in 
March, 1917. 

With no preconceived plan or concerted action, the revolution grew 
out of hunger demonstrations of Petrograd workers.^^ Tsarism fell 
without any show of resistance and simply disintegrated. The Duma 
found itself forced to appoint a provisional government headed by 
Prince Lvov, which included as its outstanding personalities Paul 
Milyukov and Alexander Kerensky, a young labor lawyer. Soon the 
authority of the new government was paralleled by that of the soviets 


^On the disintegration o£ Tsarism, see Sir Bernard Pares, The Fall of the Russian Mon- 
archy (London: Cape, 1939); Michael T. Florinsky, The End of the Russian Empire (New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1931); letters of the Tsaritsa to the Tsar, i^i4-igi6 (London: 
Duckworth, 1924). 

^Colder, F, A., Documents of Russian History, igi4-igiy (New York: Century, 1927) and 
Michael Karpovich, “The Russian Revolution o£ 1917”, Journal of Modern History, Vol. II 
(i 93 d)> PP- 258-280, 
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o£ workers, peasants, and soldiers who acted as the representatives of 
the masses. But the situation was fundamentally unstable, partly as a 
result of this dual government. The national consciousness of the 
masses was not strong enough to rouse them to a recognition of the dan- 
ger to the fatherland. The industrial equipment of the country was 
too backward to allow a successful prosecution of the war. The masses 
demanded peace and land above all ; the intellectual classes gave preced- 
ence to the war in alliance with the Western democracies and hoped 
for the establishment of liberty under law and an ordered civilization 
in Russia. They underestimated the backwardness of the masses and 
the strength of the autocratic tradition. 

The Bolsheviks understood the situation better. Their leader Lenin 
had returned from exile with the help of the German General Staff, 
who hoped to find in him an instrument for the final dissolution of the 
Russian army. Unhampered by any scruples, the Bolsheviks put them- 
selves ahead of the popular demand, and accepted the dynamics of the 
revolution. They represented in a mounting chaos of conflicting aspira- 
tions and currents the only well-disciplined group with clear-cut direc- 
tives. Thus they succeeded in overthrowing the provisional govern- 
ment, which itself had moved steadily to the left and was then headed 
by Kerensky, in November, 1917. The Constituent Assembly had been 
elected by general democratic votes throughout Russia to realize the 
dream of Russian liberty and the promises of human dignity which had 
inspired the progressive movement in the nineteenth century. It met 
in January, 1918, and was dispersed by the Bolsheviks without any great 
resistance. Western liberty had not found the soil prepared by Russian 
history propitious for its growth in the revolutionary storm of 1917. 
The government of Russia and its vast empire were seized by a new 
autocracy which continued the work of Peter with ruthless energy, 
broadening and deepening it beyond expectation, releasing the creative 
energies of the masses in a new pioneering venture, and providing the 
Russian empire with a foundation of unprecedented strength. 
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Chapter VI 


THE BALTIC STATES (FINLAND) 
(UP TO 1918) 


TThE Baltic states include Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, and Finland. 
They were formerly Russian provinces, but became independent in 1918 
and existed in the years after World War I as buffer states between 
Soviet Russia and the West. The region has played a role in history 
quite out of proportion to the size of the countries and their relatively 
small populations. The life of these peoples was linked up with the 
Baltic Sea, with the Vistula, and the Daugava (Dvina), with the trade 
routes going up these rivers and continuing southeast down the Dniester 
and the Dnieper. Thus the Baltic area formed a northern outlet for 
the Ukraine and for Asia beyond it, linking them up with the Baltic 
Sea, the Scandinavian countries, Britain, and the open ocean. 

The Baltic Sea, surrounded by Sweden, Denmark, Germany, Poland, 
Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Soviet Russia, and Finland, is named for the 
Baltic peoples — ^the Latvians and Lithuanians (and tire forcibly Ger- 
manized Old-Prussians) — the autochthonous inhabitants of the eastern 
shores of the Baltic (“Balts” in Latvian means white or shining). The 
name “Baltic Sea” appeared for the first time in 1070 in the works of 
Bishop Adam of Bremer. 

The Lithuanians, Estonians, and Latvians, hemmed in by the Ger- 
mans, the Poles, and the Russians, and watched from overseas by the 
Danes and the Swedes, were invaded by all of them at various times and 
provided both battlefields and colonies for half a dozen neighbors. 
But they were nonetheless able to preserve their own distinctive features 
md emerged in 1917 as clearly formed nations. 

The Finns belong to a different family. Having been a part of 
Sweden for centuries (until 1809) as a Grand Duchy under Swedish 
suzerainty, they prefer to be considered members of the Scandinavia 
^roup. The Estonians, of the same racial stock as the Finns, once also 
belonged to the Swedish realm for nearly two centuries (1560-1721). 
The Letts and Lithuanians are the sole representatives of a distinct Acs- 
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tian or Baltic branch of the Indo-Germanic language. Lithuanian is 
the closest to ancient Sanskrit of any language spoken today. In Latvia 
there was a tiny remnant of the Livonians (Livs), with whom the Ger- 
man merchants first came in contact and for whom they named Li- 
vonia, the modern Latvia. The Livs became assimilated by the Lat- 
vians in the course of time, but they are racially akin to the Estonians. 
The latter are probably of Mongolian origin and belong to the Fenno- 
CJgrian group (like the Finns and Magyars). Livonia proper (a Lat- 
vian province north of the Daugava River) was also Swedish for more 
than a hundred years (1600-1721). All these peoples shared Russian 
domination after the beginning of the nineteenth century. 

The role played by the Baltic Germans in the region is especially 
interesting. They maintained the position of a ruling class, socially ex- 
clusive and nationally distinct, even under the Tsars. Their domina- 
tion was an expression of the fundamental Baltic problem — the struggle 
for dominance, latent or active, between Russia and Germany. In the 
nineteenth century, the Baltic provinces unquestionably profited from 
their connection with a vast hinterland as Russia’s famous “window” 
to the West. After serving their historic role as a battleground again 
in World War I, they enjoyed two decades of independence. 

The Land and the People 

Finland is located in the northeastern corner of Europe. Known 
as the “land of a thousand lakes” and mighty forests, its western and 
southern shores lie on the Baltic Sea and its northern shores on the 
Arctic Ocean. Its border neighbors are Russia and Sweden, and it is 
ordinarily classified as a Scandinavian state. The population is just 
under 4,000,000 people, most of whom earn their living by agriculture, 
lumbering, fishing, and manufacturing. The climate compares with 
that of Minnesota and northern New England, although the winters 
are much colder, for the northern part lies within the Arctic Circle and 
is served by an Arctic highway. Helsinki (Helsingfors), the capital, 
lies on the northern shore of the Gulf of Finland, an eastern arm of the 
Baltic Sea.^ 

The country is low-lying and hilly. At one time it was the bed of 
the Arctic Ocean. Pines and firs are the commonest trees, but the vege- 
tation of Central Europe and the birches of the sub-Alpine zone are 
found in considerable profusion. Animal life is like that of the rest of 


^ Die Nordischen Lander in der W eltwirtschajt (Copenhagen: Einar Munksgaard, 1938) pp- 
iff. 
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Scandinavia, although animals such as the elk and the deer, which once 
abounded, have been largely killed off. 

The most densely populated area is the province of Nyland and the 
greatest concentration of people is to be found along the coast, where 
agriculture is most profitable because of the fertility of the soil. The 
country is inhabited by two races speaking different languages: Fin- 
nish and Swedish. Eighty-eight per cent of the people are Finnish 
and approximately ii per cent are Swedish. The Swedes live on 
the Aland Islands, the coast of Nyland, and part of the coast of Ostro- 
bothnia. The two races are closely intermingled in some places. In 
general, the Swedes are taller and have longer skulls. The Finns are 
subdivided into the Karelians, who extend far into Russia, and the 
Tavasts, living in the west. There are a few Lapps in the north, a few 
Jews, Russians, Germans, and Gypsies scattered ti^ough the country. 

Geopolitical Significance of Finland 

Finland is a poor country in many respects, and is one of the most 
remote outposts of Western civilization. For centuries it was a battle- 
ground for Sweden and Russia (or Novgorod). With its neighbors, 
the Baltic States, it has been a buffer state during constant warfare. 
The two Russian wars of the present generation are but recent continua- 
tions of a long series of conflicts between Russia and Finland which 
have generally left the latter stripped of manpower, exhausted, and im- 
poverished. The Russian demands on Finland in 1939 were strategic 
and looked to the ultimate absorption of that country.^ 

The geopolitical significance of Finland can be seen in the fact that 
Germany asked for the use of Finnish transportation facilities in order 
to set her northern anchor firmly before attacking Russia in the summer 
of 1941. To Sweden and the rest of Scandinavia, Finnish independence 
means security against Russia, but Finnish subservience to any other 
power robs Sweden and Norway of a vital buffer. 

Early History 

Opinions differ about the early settlers of Finland. One of (hem 
holds that two influences from different directions, one from the west 
and one from the east, met in Finland in prehistoric times. The first 
real settlement of the country was in progress about 100 A.D. and there 
is reason to believe, from the bronze and iron artifacts, that a popula- 
tion similar to that of Sweden settled on the western coast of Finland. 


^Kalijarvi, Thorsten V., “Finland/' Chapter XXIII, pp. 47^-4^9> in Contemporary Europe, 
Joseph S. Roucek, ed. (New York: D. Van Nostrand, 1941 ) • 
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Evidently there were also a few migratory Lapps. Some time between 
400 and 700 A.D. two waves of migration moved into Finland: the 
Tavasts from Estonia and Osel came to tlie west coast of Finland, while 
at the same time the Karelians flowed northward over the Karelian 
Isthmus as far as the White Sea in the eastern section. The existing 
Scandinavian population and the Lapps mingled with the newcomers. 
The Karelian migrants came from the neighborhood of the Diina 
River, where they are mentioned by Tacitus. They had been in con- 
tact with the Lithuanians and the Goths, from whom they received 
important knowledge about cattle breeding, agriculture, dwellings, 
dress, food, weapons, navigation, and social and religious customs. By 
700 A.D. the Finnish inhabitants could be divided into three groups: 
those who lived in Suomi, or the Finns who ultimately gave Finland its 
name; those who lived in Tavastland (called Hamalaiset by the mod- 
ern Finnish nationalists) ; and the Karelians whose numbers were con- 
stantly increased by migrations from the east. Commercial centers 
developed at Turku, Tavastland, and Bjdrko. 

These early settlers were hunters and fishers in the eastern and north- 
ern sections, but traders and tillers of the soil in the west and south. 
One interesting practice was the burning of forests in order to clear the 
land because of the dense woods.^ The eastern and central parts of the 
country were very sparsely populated. ■* 

The Karelians came under the influence of the Greek Orthodox 
Church and in the latter part of this early period the Novgorod govern- 
ment sought to gain possession of the whole of Finland. The records 
are obscure, but it is definitely known that the other two groups of 
Finns came under the influence of the Roman Catholic Church, sought 
the aid of the Swedes after they had organized themselves into a de- 
fensive league, and then attempted to conquer Karelia. Meanwhile, 
the Frisian trade dominated this section in the ninth century and there 
are records of battles with the Germanic peoples who lived in Ostro- 
bothnia during the great migration. 

In the early years, three bishops of English origin exercised great 
influence on Finnish religion. An expedition under Eric IX, the 
Bishop of Upsala, then named Henry and later Sir Henry, started the 
Finns on the road to Christianity. This first crusade in 1165 had little 
lasting value, but a second effort in 1172 by Cardinal Nicolaus Albanus 
(also an Englishman) was more effective. In 1220 the first Finnish 
bishop (Bishop Thomas), aggressively spreading Christianity to Hame, 

“ This practice of the Finns continued even to the time when they shared in the colonizing of 
this country. 
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succeeded in securing Papal protection for Finland against the Nov- 
gorod attacks/ 

Early Connections with Sweden (12^^-iyg^) 

The second crusade directed against Tavastland or Hame by Earl 
Birger in 1249 established S-wedish control in this area and syn- 
chronized with the appointment of a Swedish bishop, all of which had 
been anticipated by a Papal award of suzerainty over Finland to Sweden 
as far back as 1216. In 1293, Torgils Knutson led a third crusade into 
Karelia and fortified Viborg (Viipuri) in eastern Finland. Sweden 
thus definitely entered upon a program of acquisition that brought her 
into conflict with the Novgorod Russians over the possession of Karelia. 
Not until 1323, in the peace of Schlusselburg, was this conquest com- 
pleted. The treaty awarded three sections of Karelia to Sweden (Savo- 
laks, Jaaski, and Ayrapaa) ; the remainder of the Karelian area was 
recognized as belonging to Russia. 

During this period, trade went on in the northern section with its 
vague boundaries, boundless forests, well-stocked salmon streams, and 
fur-bearing animals. The whole area as far as the territory of the Lapps 
became Swedish and control of it was given to the Birka (a trading 
organization). Conflicts between Finland and Sweden occurred until 
a rough boundary was established in 1374. Meanwhile Swedish con- 
trol over Finland grew stronger and stronger, and in 1362 the inhabi- 
tants of Finland were accorded full rights of Swedish citizenship and 
the right to participate in the election of the king of Sweden. As for 
religion, the Catholic Church was accorded the same rights in temporal 
affairs as in other parts of Europe, and the Bishop of Abo became ex- 
officio a member of the Council of the Kingdom of Sweden. This 
bishopric was presided over by a number of Finns. 

A governmental reorganization resulted in a judicial and administra- 
tive system for Finland differing substantially from that of Sweden. 
There seems to have been little effort on the part of Sweden to control 
Finland except through her nobles, although a competing Finnish 
nobility arose during the fourteenth century. The Kalmar Union 
among the Scandinavian states made it possible for Finland to maintain 
her autonomy, and under Eric of Pomerania, at the turn of the fifteenth 
century, she received her own currency, a supreme court, and her own 
system of law. Finland was therefore not a colony of Sweden, but 
rather a province participating in the election of the king, with the 

^ Blomstcdt, Kaarlo, Finland, Its Country and People, A Short Survey. (Helsingfors; 
Government Printing Office, 1919), pp. 13 and 14. 
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right of the clergy and the peasantry to be represented in the election. 
Furthermore, when later Swedish governmental institutions were estab- 
lished, such as the Diet, the equality of Finland was plainly recognized.® 

The Mongol domination of Russia had diverted the Novgorod at- 
tacks on Finland, but when Tsar Ivan Vasilyevitch II broke away from 
Mongol control he returned to conflicts with Sweden. It was he who 
inaugurated the great Russian war against Finland in 1473, which 
ended in the Treaty of Novgorod in 1497, after Finland was completely 
overrun. 

The Reformation reached Finland about 1527 during the reign of 
Gustav Vasa. Bishop Mikael Agricola, father of the Finnish literary 
language and a translator of the New Testament into Finnish, was its 
chief protagonist. Although he had been anticipated by Pietari Sar- 
kilahti in the 1520’s, it was the Diet of Vesteras in 1527 which broke 
relations with Rome for the whole Swedish state (including Finland). 
The property of the Church reverted to the Crown. This, however, 
was not the end of the matter, for King Sigismund (1592-1599) ad- 
hered to the Catholic Church. Thereupon the Council of Upsala 
(1593) made the final break and adopted the Lutheran Augsburg 
Confession as the foundation for the Church of Sweden and Finland. 
The same religious arrangement remains in effect today. 

At the same time Gustav Vasa, during whose reign the Reformation 
took place, strengthened the government of Finland, established its 
independence of the Hanseatic League, and stimulated the settlement of 
the interior regions until Finland had a permanent population spread 
over its entire area for the first time in its history. He also attempted 
to drive out the Russians (1555-1557), but the conflict was inconclusive. 

In 1556, while this war was going on, the King visited Finland and 
established the first Duchy of Finland for his favorite son Johann, 
including in it the most desirable parts of the country. This Duchy 
had only a short life because Johann was seized and imprisoned by his 
brother Eric XIV. However, after another brief and inconclusive war 
between Sweden and Russia, King Johann III raised Finland to the 
status of a Grand Duchy when Pontus de la Gardie took Kexholm and 
other similar fortified places in Estonia. Peace followed in 1595 , 
Russia acknowledged that Finland was a part of the Swedish state and 
that its northern frontier was the Arctic Ocean and the Varanger 
Fjord.® 


®Kalijarvi, op. cit. »» ^2. 

* For a cursory survey, see John Saari, “Finnish Nationalism Justifying Independence, The 

Annals, CCXXXII (March, 1944), PP* 33 to 35. 
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During this century, Sweden became a hereditary instead of an elec- 
tive monarchy. With the centralization of the Swedish government, 
Finland gradually lost her autonomy. Toward the end of the sixteenth 
century, Finnish peasants rebelled against Sigismund in the Mallet W ar 
of 1596 and 1597. He was succeeded by Charles IX, who brought the 
whole country under complete Swedish control, defeating the Finnish 
nobles and ending their power permanently. 

Meanwhile the struggle with Russia continued. De la Gardie and 
Everet Horn won victory after victory under Gustavus Adolphus II, 
bringing Kexholm and Ingria under Swedish domination in the Peace 
of Stolbova (1617). This peace marked the beginning of Swedish 
greatness and was highly significant to Finland, for it added large areas 
which belonged to her geographically and ethnographically and also 
placed a buffer fringe around the main Finnish area which would have 
to bear the brunt of fighting in the future. Thus it was possible, during 
the next century, to reorganize the Finnish commercial and judicial 
system, educational institutions, and the government in general in com- 
parative peace. The most noteworthy leader and governor in this 
period was Per Brahe, who established the University of Abo and car- 
ried through many local reforms during Queen Christina’s regime. 

The Thirty Years’ War, in which Sweden played the leading role for 
many years, saw Finnish soldiers fighting on the continent of Europe 
and made them known to the rest of Europe for the first time in his- 
tory. Unfortunately, during this period, the land was placed under 
the feudalistic control of earls, barons, victorious generals, and lesser 
nobles, most of whom were Swedish. Consequently a wider gulf than 
ever developed between the Swedish nobles and intellectuals and the 
Fi nnish masses. Later the Finns were to work assiduously to reduce 
these feudal holdings, especially under Charles X, Gustav X, and 
Charles XL 

Sweden’s greamess tended to curtail the use of Finnish, making it the 
language of the peasantry and Swedish the language of the educated 
classes, the officials, and the nobility. Even the famous elementary 
education reforms of the bishops of Abo (Isak Rothovius, Johannes 
Gezelius, Sr., and Johannes Gezelius, Jr.) made little difference in this 
situation.'^ However, there is no gainsaying that Finland was safe 
during this period, especially after 1561, when Sweden took Livonia 
from Poland after having previously secured Estonia. For the time 
being, Finland and the Finns were free from Russian wars. 


^ Blomstedt, op. cii., p. 15. 
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From King Charles XU to King Gustav Adolph IV 

(1599-177^) 

As already mentioned, Sweden entered the ranks of great powers 
early in the seventeenth century, under Gustavus Adolphus II. Her 
policy carried her eastward and southward into Russian areas. The 
country expanded at the expense of all her neighbors. This greatness 
carried Finland with it and exhausted her in the ruinous wars of 
Charles XII. But that was not the end of Finland’s woes. In 1658, 
another bitter and inconclusive war broke out with Russia in the reign 
of Carl Gustav. Sweden spent the whole seventeenth century in con- 
stant warfare, conscripting recruits from Finland, taxing the Finns 
heavily, and giving them little or no benefit or respite even in the hey- 
day of victory. Almost all of Sweden’s measures as a great power were 
definitely harmful to Finland.® 

During this time the government became more highly centralized 
tlian ever. The provincial governors were replaced by special gover- 
nors-general, who only occasionally appeared in Finland. Provincial 
meetings were abolished after 1677. Local government was seriously 
weakened and most ofl&cials were appointed by the Crown. These 
centralizing efforts were intensified as time went on, particularly in the 
reign of Charles XI (1660-1697). ®y i^ 54 > when three-fourths of the 
land of Finland had been bestowed on the nobles, most of them lived 
in Sweden. They regarded their Finnish possessions as a convenient 
source of income, not as a place to live. Large estates expanded, the 
farmer class was weakened by overtaxation, agriculture remained poor, 
epidemics swept the land, famine marched on the heels of disease. In 
the reign of Charles XII, the Great Death (1695-1697) killed off over 
130,000 people — ^more than a quarter of the whole Finnish population. 
Yet the Finns remained loyal to Sweden through all these vicissitudes. 

Then the eighteenth century dawned and the Great Northern War 
broke out. The glorious victories of Charles at Narva in 1700 and his 
magnificent crossing of the Diina River became, through his own ob- 
stinacy, only preludes to final defeat. Ten years later Viborg was lost, 
and after the disastrous battles at Pelkane in 1713 and Storkyro in 1714, 
the whole of Finland fell under Russian rule. In the Peace of Nystad 
(1721), Sweden surrendered to Russia Kexholm, all the provinces of 
Ingria, and the part of Finland including Viborg. There were grave 
doubts as to whether Sweden would ever be able to defend Finland 
against Russia in the future. 


^The Finland Yearbook., 1939-40, (Helsinki: Oy, Suomen Kir)a, Ltd., 1939) p. 45. 
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Twenty years later, the Swedes fought another rash war against Rus- 
sia (1741-1743). While it was going on, Empress Elizabeth of Russia 
notified the Finnish people that she intended to make Finland a sep- 
arate state under Russian suzerainty. In this so-called W ar of the Hats, 
Sweden lost another section of Finland as far as the River Kymmene. 
It looked as if she were destined to lose all of Finland piece by piece. 
Meanwhile bitterness had grown up in Finland against the autocracy 
of Charles. After his death, a new constitution was adopted in 1719- 
1720. It gave Finland, although ruled by a king, an essentially repub- 
lican form of government with a Diet composed of Four Estates and a 
governing council responsible to the Diet. Great strides forward were 
made in Finnish economic life under the leadership of Anders Chy- 
denius, and social advances were also scored under the leadership of 
Anders Kepplerus. The years 1765 and 1766 saw rapid gains in com- 
merce, freedom of the press, party politics, and political literature. In 
the same period the so-called “Cap” party, blindly subservient to Russia, 
endangered the independence of the Finnish state. 

Gustav III ascended the Swedish throne in 1772 and held it until 1792. 
The position of the Finnish people definitely improved during his reign, 
and an independent Finnish party under George Magnus Sprengtpor- 
ten was organized. But war broke out with Russia again in 1788 and 
the Finnish party was dispersed by the king. Great harm was done to 
the Finnish cause because Finnish officers opened negotiations prema- 
turely with the enemy. The war ended with tire Peace of Verala, 
which did not alter the boundaries of Finland. But Finnish independ- 
ence and the Finnish national spirit were developing, as indicated in 
Professor H. C. Porthan’s Swedish philological and historical works.® 

Gustav Adolph IV, Napoleon, and the Peace of 
Frederikjshamn ( lyyS-iSo^ ) 

Toward the end of the eighteenth century, Finland still remained 
basically an agricultural country, possessed of an excellent commerce 
and ow nin g a wealth of forests and land. Industry had made little 
progress.^® Finnish culture was centered at Turku University. A 
romantic movement aroused interest in the nation’s history, language, 
and folklore, although it was led and fostered by the Swedish-speaking 
educated class. 

King Gustav Adolph IV’s anti-Napokonic policy doomed Finland 
to 108 years of Russian rule. Sweden refused to join France in the 

^Kalijarvi, op. at. 

Die Nordischen, et cetera, op. at.^ CKs. I and II. 
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continental blockade and Napoleon, in retaliation, granted Finland to 
the tsar. War broke out, but the result was a foregone conclusion. 
When the supposedly impregnable fortress of Sveaborg, outside the 
walls of Helsingfors, capitulated in May, 1809, Russian victory was as- 
sured. The Peace of Frederikshamn, signed on September 17, 1809, 
compelled Sweden to cede all of Finland to Russia, including the Aland 
Islands and the eastern part of Vestrobothnia as far as the Tornea River. 
That ended an afSliation of centuries between Finland and Sweden.^^ 
The change corresponded roughly with the first stirrings of a new Fin- 
nish nationalism, which grew steadily stronger and more outspoken. 

However, as early as October, 1808, eight months after his army 
under Buxhoevden had crossed the Finnish frontier, the relatively 
liberal-minded Tsar Alexander I invited a Finnish deputation to St. 
Petersburg. Its spokesman was Baron K. Mannerheim. At the re- 
quest of this group, a Diet was convened at Bargo (now known as 
Porvoo). Here a formal Finnish constitution was ratified by the Tsar, 
who recognized Finland as a Grand Duchy. A separate governing 
Council was set up, known a few years later as the Senate. This Coun- 
cil consisted of Finns and had control over finance, military affairs, and 
other governmental matters. A Russian governor-general was ap- 
pointed to oversee Russian interests in Finland. In closing the Diet, 
Tsar Alexander announced that the Finnish people were henceforth 
raised to nationhood. Thus, even before the Peace of Frederikshamn, 
the Finnish people and Alexander I had thus reached an agreement 
governing their relations with each other whereby Finland was granted 
a substantial degree of autonomy. 

Finland as a Part of Russia ( iSo^-igiy ) 

Alexander I, while he lived, tried to preserve the political autonomy 
of Finland by recognizing its central government. The first President 
of Finland was Gustav Magnus Armfelt. During this time, too, the 
territories which had formerly been taken from Finland by Russia back 
in 1721 and 1743, including the province of Viborg, were united with 
the rest of the country. The inhabitants of these districts were given 
equal rights with other Finnish citizens. The capital was located at 
Helsingfors in 1816.^^ 

In 1825, Nikolai I succeeded Alexander. The new Tsar was a reac- 
tionary. The rights of Finland were progressively restricted by his 
governor-general, Zakrevski. The Russian nobles were granted free- 

^^The Finland Yearhoo\^ op. cit., p- 51* 

^Kalijarvi, op. cit. 
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holds in the province of Viborg in 1826. A strict censorship was estab- 
lished in 1829, and nothing could be printed in Finnish except religious 
and economic works. 

Soon afterward a strong new nationalistic movement made its ap- 
pearance. Building on the foundations already laid down by A. R. 
Arvidson, J. W. Snellman began a defense of Finnish patriotism in his 
newspaper, Saima. There were others of similar mind, among them 
the famous E. Ldnnrot, J. L. Runeberg, S. R. Cygnaeus, and Z. Topelius. 
Financial changes, the improvement in the economic condition of Fin- 
land, and the growth of trade schools and agricultural schools led to 
better conditions. Tsar Alexander II (1855-1881) assisted Finnish 
nationalism, especially through his imperial Edict of 1863 by which the 
Finnish language was raised to equality with Swedish. The Diet was 
also re-convened in that year, and political discussions became very 
active. The Finnish party followed Snellman. The Liberal party and 
the Swedish party divided on questions of program and policy.^® 

The Crimean War broke out just before Alexander II ascended the 
throne. Sveaborg was bombarded in August, 1855. Hopes actually 
arose that Finland might possibly break away from Russia. But the 
summoning of the Diet and the new ordinances of 1869 helped to allay 
unrest. Through all these events the use of the Finnish language in- 
creased. Finally, in 1877-1878, Finland secured her own army, her own 
elementary schools, and generally improved conditions. 

The situation changed, however, when the next Tsar, Alexander III, 
attacked Finnish autonomy. During the reign of Nikolai II (1894- 
1917), Russian newspapers promoted a systematic Russian oppression of 
Finland. The famous February Manifesto of 1899 cut down the powers 
of the Diet and decrees restricting Finnish liberties were issued. Gov- 
ernor-General N. Bobrikov used restrictive measures- which aroused pas- 
sive resistance among the population. A Russian was appointed Secre- 
tary of State for Finland. Conditions went from bad to worse. 
Bobrikov was assassinated in 1904 and thereafter events moved rapidly. 
The general strike in Russia in 1905 had repercussions in Finland. The 
Tsar restored Finnish constitutional rights and convened the Diet. But 
in 1908 a new period of oppression began, worse than the earlier one, 
and in 1910 an imperial edict deprived Finland of most of its remaining 
rights. 

The outbreak of the First World War in 1914 brought no relief to 
Finnish suffering. Russia announced her intention of terminating Diet 

^^For the most useful work m English on this phase, see J. H. Wuorinen, Nationalism in 
Modern Finland (New York: Columbia University Press, 1931). 
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sessions for the duration of the war. The so-called “Activist” move- 
ment, advocating independence for Finland, came to the fore. Its lead- 
ers arranged with Germany to train Finnish troops and officers in that 
country to aid in the fight for Finnish liberation from Russia. These 
trainees were the famous Jager battalion, which stood the country in 
good stead in the war for independence in 1918. There was much 
bitter feeling against Russia in Finland, accompanied by the hope that 
Russia would be defeated and that Finland would secure her independ- 
ence thereby. The Russians did their best to punish hostile Finns, 
including the president of the Diet, P. E. Svinhufvud, who was ousted 
and sent to Siberia. 

Then came the Russian Revolution of 1917. Confusion broke out in 
Finland. Even though the new Russian Government acknowledged 
Finnish autonomy and the Diet was re-convened, violent riots occurred 
when the Red Guards were established in Finland to support Russian 
troops after the October Revolution. Efforts to reach an understand- 
ing with the Russian Government were unsuccessful and Bolshevists 
overran the country. On the 6th of December, 1917, the Diet pro- 
claimed Finland a sovereign state. In January, 1918, Russia, France, 
Germany, and the Scandinavian countries recognized Finland’s inde- 
pendence. 

But despite the Russian acknowledgment of Finnish independence, 
Russian soldiers still remained in the country. Finnish civil war broke 
out, instigated by extreme Leftists and supported by Russian soldiers 
known as the Finnish Red Guards. The rebels seized control of the 
capital. Then General Gustav Mannerheim, at the head of the civic 
guard of Pohjanmaa and Karelia, led the White forces to end the Red 
rebellion. Finnish independence and order were thus finally estab- 
lished.^^ But it was not until the Treaty of Dorpat or Tartu in 1920 
that the boundaries were defined and Russia ceded the Petsamo area 
and the Arctic coast to Finland. 

There was some question about the form the new government should 
take. The monarchists were in control and an effort was made to se- 
cure Prince Frederick Carl of Hesse as the new king of Finland, but he 
refused the invitation. P. Svinhufvud, who had been acting as the 
regent, was followed on September 12, 1918, by Baron Gustav Manner- 
heim as the new regent. Finally a new republican constitution was 
adopted for the country in June, 1919. 


Soderhjelm, Henning, The Red Insurrection in Finland in jgi 8 (London: Harrison and 
Sons, 1919). 
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Finnish Nationalism 

As noted above, the Swedish influence on Finland was tremendous. 
Today, in consequence, Finland considers herself a Scandinavian coun- 
try. But this does not mean that she is Swedish. During the nine- 
teenth century, Finnish nationalism found its most vigorous early roots 
in the work of A. I. Arvidson. In the generation after 1820, Finnish 
education, Finnish folk studies, and the Finnish press gave strong im- 
petus to the movement in the quarrels with the Russian rulers. In the 
next twenty years, party differences and the work of Johann Wilhelm 
Snellman, already mentioned, gave Finnish nationalism its present form 
and purpose. It has two chief objectives: (i) freedom and independ- 
ence from Russia; (2) supremacy of the Finnish language and customs 
over Swedish. Complete success seemed to have been attained on the 
first objective up to a short time ago. The struggle continues on the 
second.^® 


Finnish Culture and Social Progress 

The high degree of literacy in Finland may be traced in part to the 
influence of the Church, which insisted that people must be able to read 
in order to marry, and in part to the elementary and other schools 
which grew up in the past century. In 1866, under the direction of 
Uno Cygnaeus, a number of secondary schools, one state university, and 
several so-called “technical” high schools were established. This prog- 
ress was accompanied by a number of excellent literary works. 

Finnish scientific societies, the Finnish Literary Society, and the 
Fenno-Ugrian Society flourished until the outbreak of the recent wars. 
Finnish scientists and research workers have carried their studies into 
many different fields. Their activities are of far-reaching importance. 

Land reform has been extensive and every effort has been made to 
divide the land among the tenant farmers. Social legislation is ad- 
vanced, particularly in the care of children, health institutes, and co- 
operative effort. Labor has profited by an eight-hour day, compulsory 
accident insurance, old-age pensions, disability insurance, and other 
similar measures. The place of woman, both in labor and in welfare, 
has been one of the most enlightened contributions which Finland has 
made to the modern world. More will be said of these in Chapter 19. 

Like the other Scandinavian countries, Finland has made long strides 

^Wuoxincn, op. cit. 
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forward in developing her cooperative enterprises and stands shoulder 
to shoulder with Sweden and Denmark in this respectd® 

Conclusion 

The music of Finland is written largely in the minor key and so is her 
history. Through the centuries before the Russian acquisition, Finland 
had been thrown into one war after another between Russia and 
Sweden. By 1917, she had declared her independence in the midst of 
Russian revolutions. As an independent state she is destined to look 
forward to further complications with Russia, regardless of the rulers or 
the form of government of that country.^^ 
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Chapter VII 


THE BALTIC STATES (LATVIA, LITHUANIA, 
ESTONIA) (UP TO 1918) 


Geography of the Baltic Area 

-Before discussing Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia specifically, it is 
necessary to consider the region in which they are located. The three 
states occupy much of the eastern shore of the Baltic Sea and have al- 
ways shared in its history. 

Taking the Baltic region as a whole, and including therein Norway, 
Denmark, Sweden, Finland, Poland, Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Russia, 
and Germany, one finds that these countries are bound together by the 
Baltic Sea, which includes the Gulf of Finland and the Gulf of Bothnia. 
This sea possesses especial strategic importance. Along its shores are a 
number of key military points, particularly the islands of Aland, Dago, 
Osel, Gotland, Bornholm, Seeland, Lolland, and Fiinen. Most of this 
area has been under German influence in the past and only a relatively 
small part of the eastern shore has come under Slavic domination. The 
chief channels of commerce have been with Germany and Sweden, and 
the chief ports have been Leningrad, St. Petersburg, Helsinki, Reval, 
Libau, Memel, Windau, Stockholm, and Riga.’' 

At no time in history has the whole area surrounding this sea fallen 
under the rule of a single state. All of its sea-borne traffic with the out- 
side world necessarily passes through the Skagerrak and Kattegatt, 
which have usually been dominated, in the last analysis, by British sea 
power. Non-sea contacts by land, canal, rail, and air with the rest of 
the world are varied and numerous.^ 

Historically, German influence has been strong from the seaward 
side but not from the land side. Thus, Denmark and Sweden have 
been influenced by England, while Finland, Latvia, Lithuania, and 

^ Vogel, Walthcr, Das Neue Europa, 3rd ed. (Bonn & Leipzig: Kurt Schroeder, 1923), pp. 

397-404- 

^ Vogel, op. cit. 
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Estonia, have recently been equally affected by Russia. As far as the 
three states under consideration in this chapter are concerned, they are 
and always have been subject to constant German pressure from the 
west and to Russian pressure from the east.® 

With the exception of Germany and Russia, all of the Baltic states are 
comparatively small, with populations ranging from a little over a mil- 
lion in Estonia to approximately seven million in Sweden. They have 
tried unions and neutralization of such areas as the Aland Islands as 
solutions for their defense problems, without success. At best, these 
states live a precarious existence subject to the programs and objectives 
of their more powerful neighbors.^ 

Except for Russia, Germany, and Sweden, the Baltic states have few 
resources. Forests abound in Finland, which also possesses water- 
power. Phosphorus is found in Estonia, and nickel in Finland. Of 
course, these do not exhaust the list, but they do give some idea of the 
limited economic power of these countries. All Baltic lands depend 
upon overseas communications and business for their existence and 
therefore need strong naval and military protection under normal con- 
ditions. But they do not have it and are therefore subject to the 
dominant naval power in the region, generally England. 

Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia as a Unit 

Before considering the history of each of these countries by itself, it 
is again necessary to treat them as a unit. Latvia, Lithuania, and Es- 
tonia cover a combined area of approximately 65,000 square miles. 
They comprise a belt of territory the size of England, stretching from 
the Gulf of Finland in the north to the Niemen River in the south, 
and from the Baltic Sea on the west to the swampy Russian plain on the 
east. The people who live in these countries are Estonians, Latvians, 
Lithuanians, Germans, Russians, Poles, Swedes, Livonians, and Jews. 
They practice three principal forms of religion: (i) Lutheran in Latvia 
and Estonia; (2) Roman Catholic in Lithuania; and (3) Orthodox 
Catholic in all three. 

Little is known of the aboriginal inhabitants of this region. From 
the ninth to the twelfth centuries. Vikings ravaged the area, opening 
trade routes to Russia and finally establishing Danish control over 
northern Livonia (now Estonia). In 1200, the crusades of the German 
Knights of the Order of the Sword (Schwertritter Or den'), began from 

® Bowman, Isaiah, The New World, 4th ed. (New York: World Book Co., 1928), pp. 436- 
449 - 

^ Aufsdtze in GeopoUtic, 7 (1928). 
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the south. They reached Estonia, captured Riga, and set up a regime 
there from which the Order ruled both Courland and Livonia, the 
present Latvia and Estonia. Thus, a German nobility or Baltic Baron 
group was established to govern the whole Baltic coast and retained 
fundamental control over this area until Hitler recdled it to Germany 
at the start of the Second World War. 

Lithuania, except for the small strip of Memel, which she lost in 1410, 
never succumbed to the Knights, but fell under Polish influence.® 

In the sixteenth century, Sweden conquered bodi Estonia and Latvia, 
only to lose them to Peter the Great of Russia in 1710. Meanwhile 
Lithuania remained with Poland, as did a segment of Latvia. When 
Poland was divided at the end of the eighteenth century, Russia ab- 
sorbed Lithuania in the process.® At the end of the eighteenth cen- 
tury, Russia had therefore conquered all of the Baltic coast, and con- 
tinued to rule it until the end of the First World War. In many 
respects, however, the Baltic Barons remained the real rulers of Latvia 
and Estonia. 

During the second half of the nineteenth century Russia set out sys- 
tematically to russify these countries.’^ The most notable act of this 
nature was the press prohibition of 1864 imposed upon Lithuania. The 
people of Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia did not consider themselves 
Slavic and none of them practiced Orthodox Catholicism; yet the Rus- 
sian language was fostered and the Orthodox Church was promoted. 
The whole area was tied more and more closely to Russia in culture, 
religion, and economics. The German, Russian, and Polish nobility 
abetted russification because it meant their self-perpetuation in office. 
Consequently they y/ere hated. It was not hard for leaders in all three 
countries to arouse a nationalistic feeling in each racial group under 
such conditions. Native schools, banks, cooperatives, press, and litera- 
ture fed and fanned the rising flame of nationalism. This was the 
background for the independence movement in all three states. 

Lithuania 

The only one of the three states to have led an independent existence 
prior to 1918 was Lithuania. Its people are usually but not invariably 
blond, long-headed, blue-eyed, tall of frame, and massive of physique. 
They are distinct from both Slavs and Germans, belonging to the Baltic 

®Helmreich, Ernest C., “The Baltic States,” Chapter XX in Contemporary Europe, Joseph S. 
Roucek, ed. (New York: D. Van Nostrand, 1941), pp. 433-435. 
pp. 435-436, 

Ibid., p. 436. 
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group of the eastern branch of the Indo-European peoples. Their 
language is not Slavic, but the purest remnant of spoken Sanskrit ex- 
tant. There are numbers of Germans, Russians, and Poles among the 
population of less than 2,500,000. 

The country itself covered an area of 21,482 square miles before the 
Second World War.® It is low-lying moraine for the most part, rich in 
rivers, particularly the Niemen and the Dvina, and in lakes. Amber, 
gypsum, and lime are the richest natural resources after forests and 
timber. The chief city is Kaunas, the capital.® 

History}^ Heavy forests, swampy lands, and rivers separated the 
early Lithuanian tribes from the rest of the Baltic area. These tribes 
occupied a region extending inland to Kaunas. Since the country is 
level, it became an object of attack by covetous neighbors as soon as it 
was cleared. In 1226 the Poles, unable to conquer the early Prussians 
(kinsmen of the Lithuanians), invited the Teutonic Knights to aid 
them. The territory was taken from the Prussians and was then com- 
pletely germanized. This included the territory between the Pregel 
and Niemen Rivers, now known as Memelland. 

In about the twelfth century, the Greek Orthodox Russians to the 
east and the Roman Catholic Poles to the south undertook to Chris- 
tianize the Lithuanians. The Poles were aided by the Teutonic Order 
and the Knights of the Sword. Under this pressure, the Lithuanians 
were organized into a Grand Duchy by Rimgaudas and then into a 
Kingdom by Mindaugas, who was crowned King of Lithuania by Pope 
Innocent IV in 1252. War with the Germanic Orders, however, con- 
tinued until 1386, when Lithuania accepted Christianity officially. 

When the Tartars under Genghis Khan invaded Europe, Lithuania 
met them and confined their hordes to the Volga and the Sea of Azov. 
Lithuania grew from the thirteenth into the fifteenth centuries until, 
between 1392 and 1410, it stretched from the Baltic to the Black Sea, 
from the Ugra River in the east to the Narva and Bug Rivers in the 
west. 

In 1386 Jadwiga, the Queen of Poland, was married to Jagiello, the 
Grand Duke of Lithuania. Jagiello thereupon became the King of 
Poland. This is supposed to have begun the union of the two countries. 
But they did not actually unite, and Vytautas, a Lithuanian statesman, 
was elected Grand Duke in place of Jagiello. Under the latter’s leader- 

® Including Memel and excluding Vilna. 

® Vogel, op, dt. 

^ Hertmanowicz, Joseph J., Historical Outlines on Lithuania (Chicago: Edgar A. Russell, 
1921); also Age Meyer Benedictscn, Lithuania (Copenhagen: Egmont H. Petersens Kgl. Haf- 
Bogtrykkeri, 1925). 
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ship, Poland and Lithuania undertook a joint campaign against the 
Teutonic Knights and defeated them in the Battle of Tannenberg 
Forest. Although Emperor Sigismund {in absentia) crowned Vytautas 
King of Lithuania, the crown was spirited away at the border by the 
Polish nobility. After that, although Grand Dukes of Lithuania were 
often elected Kings of Poland, Lithuania struggled vainly to break away 
from Polish control. At last, in the Union of Lublin (1569), the two 
countries were formally welded into a single state. It was a confused 
union, somewhat after the pattern of the Austria-Hungary of 1914. 

The Union of Lublin was followed by a polonization of Lithuania. 
Power gravitated into the hands of the nobility. Polish nobles took 
over partial control of Lithuania, whereas Lithuanian nobles merely 
copied the Polish nobility. Wars with Russia only served to increase 
polonizing tendencies and to end the last vestiges of Russian and Greek 
Orthodox influence. The polonization program reached into educa- 
tion, including the University of Vilna, to the detriment of the Lithua- 
nian language. 

Then came the eighteenth century partitions of Poland (and of Lith- 
uania). In 1772, Russia took the contiguous Lithuanian provinces as 
part of her share. In 1793, the so-called older-Russian-Lithuania was 
gathered up by Russia in the Second Partition. This included Vilna, 
the old Lithuanian capital, which by now had a substantial Polish 
population. In the Third Partition (1795), Russia absorbed all the 
rest of Lithuania (Lithuania proper) except for the Suwalki region, 
which went to Prussia. Later this region was taken away from Prussia 
by Napoleon and was subsequently given to Russia by the Congress of 
Vienna.^^ 

Russian rule was fairly reasonable at first, but it gradually deterio- 
rated and the russification of the Lithuanian people began. Russians 
colonized Lithuanian lands. The University of Vilna was closed in 
1832. In 1840, the Lithuanian Statute was abolished and Russian law 
substituted for it. Lithuanian newspapers were suppressed in 1864. 
Russian schools were opened in 1867. Religious persecutions were 
intense. But even this severe oppression did not kill the spark of 
national identity. From 1795 to 1915 the yoke was heavy. In 1904 
and 1905 the renaissance of Lithuanian independence began, thus coin- 
ciding with the Russo-Japanese War and the Great Strike. Reli- 
gious and intellectual leaders and even the polonized nobility began to 

^ On this whole section, see P. Zadeikis, Introducing Lithuania (New York: Lithuanian Gov- 
ernment, 1933). Very helpful. 
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promote the Lithuanian language, literature, pride, spirit, and na- 
tionalism. 

The chance for independence did not come until 1918, but it was 
preceded by a long train of events. In 1915, a Congress of Vilna estab- 
lished a committee to protect Lithuanian interests against German in- 
roads. It was headed by the hard-fighting Antanas Smetona. In the 
fall of 1917, with German encouragement, the Taryba (National 
Council) of 20 members was called. On February 16, 1918, the Taryba 
proclaimed Lithuania an independent state. Its independence was 
recognized by Germany in March. A provisional constitution was 
adopted. On October 18, 1918, Smetona became president and 
Augustinas Voldemaras was designated premier.^^ 

Politics. A strong movement for a democratic form of government 
was reflected in the political parties in 1918; the Social Democrats, the 
Peoples Socialist Party, the Democratic Party, the Christian Democrats, 
and the Catholic Union. Years of effort to break away from the Polish 
Union had at last been successful. The masses who had suffered under 
the Polish or polophile nobility were all for democracy. Space does not 
permit a detailed tracing of the evolution of this idea from 1905 to 1918, 
but in the latter year it had become an unanswerable demand. Cen- 
turies of oppression and disadvantageous union with other nations were 
brought to an end with independence.^® 

Culture. The Lithuanians are a peasant folk, solid, substantial, and 
courageous. Their folklore is rich in song and story, marked by grace, 
variety, deep poetic feeling, and novelty. The Latin language was 
adopted at the same time as Christianity, as shown by some of the letters 
of Gediminas and Vytautas. During the period of polonization, the 
Polish language crept into literary use. 

Lithuanian literature was spurred in the sixteenth, seventeenth, and 
eighteenth centuries by the invention of printing. Higher education 
was concentrated in the Universities of Vilna and Kdnigsberg. The 
first Lithuanian authors of note were Martin Mosvidius, John Bret- 
kunas (1535-1602), and Reverend Dauksha. K. Shirvydas was out- 
standing as a lexicographer, Daniel Klein as a grammarian, and 
Morkunas as a translator. Christian Donelaitis was the first major 
Lithuanian poet: his most famous work was Seasons of the Year. 

History and religious writings were stimulated at the beginning of 

’^Lithuanian Recognition (Washington, D. C.: Lithuanian Information Bureau, 1921). 

“T. Norus and J. Zilius, Uthuania's Case for Independence (Washington: B. F. Johnson, 
1918), pp. 53-64. 
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the nineteenth century, especially by D. Poshka, Bishop Baronas, and 
Ivinskas. Folklore was gathered by the Juskevichius brothers. Much 
of the literature was Polish, coming from the pens of polonized nobles 
trained at the University of Vilna. 

The press restrictions for forty years after 1864 blighted these literary 
efforts, although a new movement began in 1883 in the Lithuanian press 
abroad. It was stimulated by Dr. John Basanavichius and especially by 
the Auszra (Dawn) published in Tilsit, Prussia. In 1891 the move- 
ment became stronger and new societies appeared, such as the Lithu- 
anian Scientific Society and the Society of Fine Arts. This literary 
and cultural movement gained in strength, especially among the Lithu- 
anians in the United States.^^ 

Economics. Lithuanian soil is favorable to agriculture and the eco- 
nomic life of the country depends upon it. At the moment of in- 
dependence, about 40 per cent of the land belonged to the Boyars (large 
landholders), 43 per cent to the small peasants, 5 per cent to urban 
holders, and 12 per cent to the state. Eighteen per cent of the people 
owned no land. Farm products consisted chiefly of oats, barley, pota- 
toes, wheat, peas, and flax. Fruits, vegetables, and livestock were also 
raised. 

The chief products, however, came from Lithuania’s forests: pine, 
oak, birch, maple, and linden of the best quality. Timber was ex- 
ported. Fishing was a source of food. Peat, amber, mineral springs, 
and small manufacturing industries rounded out the economic re- 
sources of the country. Opportunities beckoned in industry, agricul- 
ture, textiles, and forestry.^® 


Latvia 

Before treating Latvia and Estonia separately, it is well to note a few 
facts which pertain to them both. When these two new states came 
into existence after the First World War, they were established chiefly 
because they were inhabited by two entirely different peoples, the Es- 
tonians and the Latvians. These people lived in the land which at one 
time had been three provinces on the Baltic: Estonia, Livonia, and 
Courland.'® 

The new Estonia was made up of the old province of Estonia and 

“Ibid. 

“Lyde, Lionel W., The Continent of Europe (London: The Macmillan Co., 1924), pp. 403, 
412, 413. 

Before the First World War these were known in Russia as the “Eastern German provinces” 
and in Germany as “Ljvland.” Elsewhere they were looked upon as part of the Baltic coasf 
of Russia, 
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part of Livonia. The ne'sv Latvia was made up of the rest of Livonia 
and the old province of Courland. Both countries had been the scene 
of many bitter racial and political struggles. A strong class of Ger- 
man Barons, augmented by powerful German traders, had ruled the 
region for hundreds of years. The peasants had been exploited since 
the twelfth century. The common people had been subjected to in- 
tense russification after 1884. Socialism took root prior to 1905, with 
the result that both Latvia and Estonia joined the other subject peoples 
of Russia in that year in an attempt to overthrow the Russian govern- 
ment and seize the estates of the landlords, who in their case were 
Germans.^’^ 

Area and population. Latvia has an area of 25,402 square miles. 
Like Lithuania, its territory is mostly moraine dotted with hundreds of 
lakes and over five hundred rivers. The climate is mild. The re- 
sources of the state are chiefly forest and agricultural products. 

The Latvians are related to the Lithuanians and are therefore neither 
Slavic nor Teutonic. They are divided from the Estonians by a lan- 
guage frontier which extends from Hainasch on the Baltic coast in a 
huge bow to Salis, thence to Walk, and thence eastward. The Latvians 
have their own racial characteristics and more nearly resemble the 
Swedes than they do the Russians or perhaps even the Lithuanians. 
It is not certain whether this is due to natural developments or the his- 
torical accident of Swedish occupation. When freedom was attained, 
the population was 1,596,131, of which 75 per cent were of the Latvian 
race belonging to the Baltic branch of the Indo-European family already 
mentioned. The rest of the people were Jews, Germans, White Rus- 
sians, Great Russians, and Poles. 

History . Although the state of Latvia does not appear on any map 
of Europe prior to 1917-1920, the Latvian people had had an existence 
of their own from prehistoric times. When Finland and Lithuania 
were being Christianized, these people were known to the world by 
their tribal names: Selonians, Latgallians, Couronians, Talavians, and 
Semigallians. 

At the beginning of the thirteenth century (1207), several of .these 
tribes were combined into the Bishopric of Terra Mariana, which re- 
mained a principality of the Holy Roman Empire until 1561. In the 
latter year Courland and Semigallia were combined into a separate in- 
dependent duchy, Livonia became the Transdiina Duchy, Latgallia 
became a Polish fief, and Estonia became Swedish. In the 1795 Parti- 

Bowman, op. cit., Chapter 22 . 

^®Bilmanis, Alfred, “Free Latvia in Free Europe,” Annals, CCXXXII (March, I944)> PP* 39 ' 42 . 
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tion of Poland, Russia took over Courland vi^ith the aid of the German 
barons. Napoleon gave Courland its independence, but Russia re- 
gained control of the province in 1813. 

Russia had thus established control over all of present-day Latvia by 
1813. During the Russian domination, conditions in Latvia grew pro- 
gressively worse. By the beginning of the twentieth century, russifica- 
tion was meeting the same response in Latvia as elsewhere in the Baltic 
regions — passive resistence accompanied by rising nationalism. In 
1903, the first demand for Latvian independence from Russia was made 
by a conference of revolutionaries in Berne, Switzerland. When the 
Russian revolution of 1905 broke out, the Latvians took an active part 
through their Revolutionary Federative Committee. 

This revolt was put down with the aid of firing squads but the Lat- 
vians took a page from the book of the Poles, Finns, and other subject 
peoples of Russia. They organized rifle regiments and took an active 
part in the First World War. On July 5, 1917, the Kerensky govern- 
ment of Russia gave the Latvians restricted rights of self-government. 
But this did not satisfy the Latvian people, who demanded, at the Riga 
Conference of July 30, 1917, autonomy for Latvia with the right of self- 
determination as to what their future form of government was to be. 
When the Bolshevik Revolution took place in Russia, the Latvians 
sought further freedom and the Latvian Provisional Committee de- 
clared the independence of Latvia on November 17-18, 1917. Great 
Britain recognized Latvian independence on Armistice Day of the 
First World War. Peace treaties with Germany and Russia in 1920 
confirmed this independence, and in January, 1921, Latvia was recog- 
nized by the major victorious powers. Later she became a member 
of the League of Nations.^® 

Politics. This new state was faced with the shaping of a government 
and the establishment of control over its people and their activities. 
The election of President K. Ulmanis in 1918 was followed by the es- 
tablishment of a constitution and a democratic form of government. 
The subsequent operation of that government will be described in an- 
other chapter. The long historical background, which gave immediate 
life to Lithuanian politics, was lacking in the case of Latvia. 

Economic and social factors. The Latvian economy is chiefly agri- 
cultural, depending upon catde-breeding, grain-growing, flax-growing, 
and fishing, for the livelihood of the inhabitants. Latvia is also an 
important gateway for Russian trade, having easy access by canal to the 
Volga and Dnieper Rivers. The deep cellars and grain storage 
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facilities of Riga give evidence not only of its importance as one of the 
old Hansa towns, but also of its present significance. Libau and 
Windau are important ports kept open all year by ice-breakers. While 
more than 70 per cent of the people are employed in agriculture at 
present, only a comparative few are engaged in commerce and trans- 
portation. A new industrialization began with independence and was 
well on its way early in the nineteen twenties.^® The Latvians build 
their whole social structure around the family. They are religious, 
moral, and democratic. 


Estonia 

Estonia covers an area of 18,370 square miles (a little more than 
Denmark or Switzerland) and lies across the Gulf of Finland from Fin- 
land. It is part of the moraine already described in reference to Latvia 
and Lithuania, and has many lakes and rivers. Its natural resources 
are about the same as those of the other Baltic states. It is bordered on 
the south by Latvia and on the east by the Soviet Union. 

The population at the time of independence was 1,126,413. Of these, 
over 88 per cent were Estonians, the rest were Swedes, Germans, Rus- 
sians, and Latvians. The Estonians are a branch of the Fenno-Ugrian 
group. They are tall, fair-haired, blue- or grey-eyed, with rosy com- 
plexions, and are not distinguishable from the Swedes and the Germans 
who live among them. 

Like the other two Baltic states described above, Estonia is agricul- 
tural, although it does possess harbor facilities at Tallinn (the capital) 
and Baltiski. Sixty per cent of its people are engaged in agriculture, 
17 per cent in industry, and a small number in commerce, trans- 
portation, communication, and the professions.^^ 

History?'^ The present inhabitants of Estonia have lived there since 
the beginning of history. Hostile tribes seem to have struck at the 
aborigines, who were able to maintain their independence and freedom 
in spite of attacks from the southeast and west. Gothic influence was 
pronounced in the early days. Like the Latvians, the Estonians were 
divided into tribes and the country was ruled by chieftains. 

In the section on Latvia, it was noted that Sweden took possession of 
Estonia in 1561, after the Teutonic Order had held it since the thir- 
teenth century, only to lose it to Russia in 1710. It should be noted 
further that the Danes held part of Estonia during the thirteenth and 

®^Vogel, op. cit, 

^Bowman, op. cit., for both Latvia and Estonia; also Vogel, op. cit. 

^Kaiv, Johannes, “Estonian Nationalism.” Annals, CCXXXII (March, 1944), pp. 39-42. 
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fourteenth centuries. Denmark sold her share of Estonia to the Teu- 
tonic Order in 1346. Prior to the Swedish acquisition, the natives had 
been brought to a state of serfdom. When the Swedes attempted to 
ameliorate these conditions, they met with the opposition of the Baltic 
Barons, who aided Russia in seizing the land from Sweden. Tsar 
Peter restored the mediaeval rights of the Baltic Barons. The last 
revolt of the Estonians in their search for freedom until the twentieth 
century took place in 1343 and was violently crushed. Swedish rule 
gave Lutheranism to the Estonians. 

During the early nineteenth century, the relatively liberal Russian 
government which had accorded autonomy to Finland and greater free- 
dom to the other subject states also accorded greater rights to Estonia. 
Like the other peoples subject to Russia, the Estonians experienced the 
late nineteenth-century efforts at russification and shared in the revolu- 
tion of 1905^ The Lithuanian and Latvian, movements for independence 
made a strong impression on the Estonians. When the revolution of 
1917 occurred in Russia, Estonia, like the other border peoples, had 
developed groups of intellectuals and revolutionaries who were anxious 
to strike for freedom. On March 11-13, 1917, a meeting of many of the 
leaders in this movement gathered at Tartu (Dorpat) and voted to 
draw up a petition for autonomy to be presented to the Provisional Rus- 
sian government. This was done, and on March 30, 1917, the petition 
was reluctantly granted. Succeeding events followed the pattern 
already discussed in the cases of Estonia’s neighbors. The newly estab- 
lished Estonian National Council {Maanou^ogu) voted on November 
15, 1917, to take advantage of the Soviet decree of November 2, and 
declared Estonia an independent state. On February 2, 1920, the 
Treaty of Tartu with Russia recognized Estonia’s independence. 

Politics. Freedom had been won after centuries of foreign rule, dur- 
ing which the Estonians had succeeded in rising from serfdom to in- 
dependent nationhood. The setting was ripe for a democratic form of 
government, but, as will be seen in Chapter 19, the Estonians immedi- 
ately experienced difficulties. 

Culture?^ Centuries of domination inevitably left a lasting impres- 
sion on the culture of Estonia. German and Swedish influences were 
especially in evidence: the first because of the long rule of the Baltic 
Barons; the second because of its enlightened character. 

The Estonian himself is usually an individualist governed by realism 
and a respect for traditionalism. His actions are often marked by ex- 


For material on culture, economics, welfare, and other subjects, see Albert Pullerits, 
Estoma (Tallinn: Tallinna Eesti Kirjastus-tJhisuse Triikikoda, 1935). 
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treme reserve and deliberation. He has developed a strong feeling of 
nationalism during the last few generations and reflects it in his 
thoughts and deeds. 

Estonian literature is rich and interesting. Corresponding to the 
Finnish Kalevala, Estonia has her Kalevipoeg written by Dr. F. R. 
Kreuzwald (1803-1822), which led to an extensive collection of Esto- 
nian folklore archives at Tartu. These consist of rhymes, nursery 
songs, proverbs, riddles, imitations of the voices of nature, traditions, 
stories, and superstitions. Prose literature became a subject of great in- 
terest about 1890, although the first printed book appeared in 1535. 
During the last three generations a number of able writers have ap- 
peared, among them the short story writer Ernst Peterson, the “Young 
Estonia” novelist Fridebert Tuglas, the neo-romanticist Ernst Enno, the 
lyrical writer of the “Siruru” group, Marie Under, and the dramatist 
A. H. Tammsaare. One of the finest achievements of these writers 
has been the creation of a literary professional society which publishes 
its own montlily, The Creation. Literary contacts abroad are excellent. 

In other ways, too, Estonian culture is of interest. Theatrical and 
operatic performances have wide public support. Estonia has devel- 
oped stars of her own, such as Paul Pinna, Theodor Altermann, and 
Erna Villmer. There is no state theater, but theaters are owned and 
successfully promoted by private societies. 

Estonia’s people also love music, and singing festivals are very 
popular. Sometimes as many as 14,000 people participate in the chorus 
and 2,000 in the orchestra. Estonian composers who have made their 
mark include Alexander Sablemann, Alexander Tomson, Dr. K. A. 
Herman, Johannes Kapel, Rudolf Tobias, and Mart Saar. Fine arts 
are varied and well-supported. A rich peasant culture reaching back 
to the Middle Ages is to be seen in the museum in Tartu. The Finnish 
influence has been strong in architecture. Painting goes back as far as 
the church frescoes of Ridala and Muhu, which are fourteenth-century 
products. Selecting at random from a long list of distinguished paint- 
ers, some of the more recent names include the portraitist and land- 
scapist J. Kdler, the Baltic-German K. F. E. Gebhardt, the illustrator of 
national epics Tonis Grenstein, the pastellist Ants Laipman, the mod- 
ernist Konrad Magi, and A. Vabbe of the influential Pallas School of 
Arts at Tartu. Sculpture is perhaps best represented by Jaan Koort. A 
lively press follows ie pattern of Finland and the Scandinavian coun- 
tries. 

Economic and Social Factors. Estonia’s economic life is much the 
same as that of the other two countries dealt with in this chapter. 
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Trading has been influenced chiefly by Russia and England, which have 
considered the Baltic their special trading sphere. Forestry products, 
cattle-breeding, poultry-raising, dairying, potato-farming, growing of 
flax and linseed, fishing, extraction of oil from shale, digging of peat, 
and the working of a few mineral deposits constitute the chief economic 
activities of the Estonians. Industrial life dates back to Russian rule, 
and manufacturing is represented chiefly in the engineering and textile 
works located at Tallinn. Industry in general is restricted to the work- 
ing of chemicals, leather, textiles, paper, pulp, timber, foods, beverages, 
and power resources. Cooperatives have reached Estonia, which has 
begun to develop them to an effective degree.^'^ 

Social conditions were much the same in Estonia at the beginning of 
independence as they were in the neighboring lands. Landholding 
had to be rectified, pension regulations changed, and a whole new struc- 
ture of social welfare erected. Relief and help to the needy, which 
had made great progress in small independent states, had not had an 
opportunity to develop in Estonia under Russian rule. Religion was 
the very center of life, the family was a strong social unit, and markets 
were the meeting-places for the majority of people. Minority groups 
were generously treated. 
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THE BALKANS 


MOST Americans, the Balkans are a vague spot on the map, 
a mountainous region split up into small states that bicker with one 
another, sprinkled with Graustark castles, and peopled with half- 
barbaric nobles, bandits, and picturesque peasants. For many cen- 
turies the word “Balkans” has been used derogatorily with the implica- 
tion of corruption, disorder, and anarchy, although in reality the Balkan 
peoples have set amazing examples of heroic struggles for the princi- 
ples of freedom and independence. 

The essential fact is tlrat the Balkans have been a military highway 
for more than two thousand years. The peninsula, a traditional region 
of conflict, is the arm of Europe which winds down toward the Dar- 
danelles. The Roman legions passed through it on their campaigns; 
centuries later Frederick Barbarossa crossed it with his armies on the 
Third Crusade. Countless hordes from Asia have swarmed across it 
into the fertile lands and rich cities of the West, and the armies of the 
West have swept back over it for conquest or crusade. The Balkan 
countries, at the crossing of the strategic sea and land routes of south- 
eastern Europe, have been cast by geography in a “doormat” role. 

The numerous fingerlike peninsulas jutting from Greece into the 
Aegean and Mediterranean seas are an index of the northwest-southeast 
trend of most of the Balkan mountain ranges. Rivers, main roads, and 
railways follow this “grain” of the land, which in early days laid the 
region open to the ebb and flow of tides of conquest and migration. 
The Danube River has always been the great corridor between Central 
and southeastern Europe. Travel across the Balkans is impeded by 
the successive, rugged ranges of the Dinaric Alps in Yugoslavia, the 
Pindus Mountains of western Greece, and the Rhodope Mountains of 
Bulgaria. North of the Rhodopes, the Balkan Mountains — a min or 
range from which the peninsula’s name is derived — curve from the 
Black Sea to the Iron Gate of the Danube. 

History has never been kind to the Balkans. Wave after wave of 
invaders have overrun the region, destroying political and social insti- 
tutions, imposing an alien culture upon the resentful victims, and add- 
ing new racial groups to the existing intermixture. 
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Roughly speaking, the Balkans were in the process of transformation 
from the supernational order of the Byzantine Empire to that of na- 
tional states when the Turks invaded diem in the fourteenth century. 
In spite of much intermingling and many cases of doubtful nationality, 
five recognizable nations had emerged: the Bulgars in the northeast; 
the Serbs in what was later known as Old Serbia, Novi-Bazar, Mon- 
tenegro, and northern Macedonia; the Croats in what later became 
Croatia and western Bosnia; the Greeks in Thrace, the Constantinople 
area, the islands, and the Hellenic peninsula; and the Albanians in 
Albania. Each of them (except the Albanians) possessed their own 
state or states. All of them had achieved a marked degree of moral 
and material civilization. All were primarily peasant states, but all 
boasted of cities, art, literature, some industries, and trade. Their 
courts were sometimes characterized by great splendor and they had a 
nobility and a clergy drawn from their own ranks. 

Then came the Turkish invasion, which spread from Constantinople 
(1453) to the Balkans and eventually reached Vienna (1529). The old 
frontiers (with tlie exception of those of the Romanian principalities) 
were abolished, together with the old political organizations. The na- 
tional social order vanished with political independence. The Serbs 
and Bulgars were reduced to a uniform peasant level. In fact, in the 
case of Bulgaria there was not even a native clergy. In Bosnia and 
Albania the native aristocrats embraced Islam and lost their nationality. 
Greece was more fortunate in being able to keep a middle class alive. 
In Romania, a landowning aristocracy of mixed Romano-Greek origin 
survived and goes down in history as a merciless exploiter of the Ro- 
manian peasantry. In general, the vast majority of the peoples who 
passed under Turkish rule were reduced to a primitive peasant mass. 

The key to the psychology of the Balkan peoples is found in this 
centuries-old struggle with the Turks. To begin with their most strik- 
ing feature, the obsessive nationalism of the Balkans is a direct and 
obvious product of the past. As subject nations, they survived the long 
period of Turkish control only by extreme devotion to their national 
character. Long training in obstruction has resulted in an immeasur- 
able stolidity. 

The impositions of foreign imperialism on the Balkans were mani- 
fold. In Macedonia and Old Serbia, the Turks despoiled the native 
population systematically for 550 years, until they reached a point be- 
yond which the process could not be carried without danger of leaving 
no victims to be robbed in the future. The poverty of all Bosnians and 
Herzegovinians, except the Moslems and the Jews, is as ghastly an in- 
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dictment of the Turks as of their successors, the Austrians. Dalmatia 
was picked clean by Venice. Croatia was held back from prosperity 
by Hungarian control in countless ways that have left it far behind its 
western neighbors in material progress. Empire has never meant 
trusteeship in the Balkans. 

The circumstances of Balkan life have prevented any intertwining of 
religious and pacifist sentiment. The comitadji, those Robin Hoods of 
the Balkans who waged guerrilla warfare against the Turks, displayed 
a wide range of character. Some were highly disciplined, courageous, 
and ascetic men, often from good families. They harried the Turkish 
troops, particularly those sent to punish Christian families, and held 
unofficial courts to correct the collapse of the legal system in the Turkish 
provinces. Others were fanatics who were happy to massacre the 
Turks but even happier when they were purging their movement of 
suspected traitors. Still others were robust nationalists, to whom the 
raiding seemed a natural way of spirited living. And then there were 
blackguards who were in the business simply because they enjoyed 
murder and banditry. 

The term Exarch shows the curious persistence of the Byzantine tra- 
dition in the Balkans. It was originally used by the Eastern emperors 
to denote a viceroy; the Exarch of Ravenna was the governor who rep- 
resented their power in Italy. But later it exemplified the degradation 
which die Byzantine tradition had suffered in Turkish hands. It came 
to mean the Patriarch of a province, appointed to fulfill a political mis- 
sion but with uncertain guarantees of support against the opponents of 
his mission. 

In the eighteenth century, the Greek Orthodox Church fell into the 
power of the Phanariotes, the wealthy Greeks, who established them- 
selves in Constantinople and worked hand-in-glove with the Turks. 
They did not object when their Moslem masters set them on the Slavs, 
although they themselves retained their Christianity. They persuaded 
the Sultan to put the whole of the Balkan Church under the power of 
the Patriarchate of Constantinople. Then they turned the Church into 
an elaborate fiscal system for fleecing the Slavs, by exacting numerous 
fees for the performance of all religious functions, even stripping the 
peasants of their last farthing as a charge for saying prayers for the 
dead. They also strove to deprive congregations of their racial identity. 
Slavs who wanted to become priests had to play traitors to their own 
blood. There was also a ruthless campaign against the use of the 
Serbian and Bulgarian languages. Hence the violent reaction of the 
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Balkan nations against the Exarchate and their persistent demands, in 
the nineteenth century, to have their own Exarchs. 

As the Turks were gradually pushed back in the nineteenth century, 
the Balkan nations began to arise. The non-Moslem elements, the 
rayahs (a word denoting the inferiority of cattle or sheep), started a 
series of revolutions and gradually and painfully transformed the map 
of the Balkans into one of nominally sovereign states: Serbia, Greece, 
Montenegro, Romania, Bulgaria, and finally Albania (in 1913). The 
Balkan movements had three characteristic peculiarities. First, they 
were mass movements fomented by Turkish exploitation. Second, 
their leading elements came from the peasant class, since Turkish 
domination had annihilated nearly all other classes. Third, they aimed 
at freedom from the domination of Turkey (and later of Austria- 
Hungary, which started to occupy the territory evacuated by Turkey). 
The Western powers, on the whole, hampered rather than helped these 
movements. In fact, the Balkan nations had to fight on two fronts at 
the same time — militarily against the Turks and diplomatically against 
the Western powers. By 1914, the rivalry of the Great Powers — Ger- 
many, Russia, Austria-Hungary, Italy, France, and Great Britain — ^had 
caused the Balkans to be known as the “powder keg of Europe” — al- 
though tlie powder had been placed there by the Great Powers them- 
selves. 

European international relations in the fifty years preceding the out- 
break of the First World War were closely bound up with Balkan prob- 
lems — the disruption of the Turkish Empire, the rise of the Balkan 
states, and the ensuing clash of interests among the Balkan powers. 
Since Turkey controlled the Dardanelles and the eastern Mediterra- 
nean, the onslaughts weakening the Porte were of pivotal significance 
for Russia, which posed as the natural protector of the Slavs as well as 
of Orthodox Christians in the Balkans. Austria, anxious to control the 
Danube to its mouth and the Dardanelles as the outlet for the Danube, 
was deeply agitated by the possibility of having strong Slavic states 
under Russian leadership at her back door. German jingoes, envisag- 
ing a great empire along the “transversal Eurasian axis,” devoted them- 
selves to fostering the Berlin-Baghdad dream. England, eager to keep 
Russia out of Constantinople, doggedly worked for the safety of her 
gateway to India. France, accustomed to regard herself as the de- 
fender of Christianity in the Mediterranean orbit, foimd her claims 
contested by upstart Italy. 

Each of the Great Powers had its own proteg& among the Balkan 
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nations, and each in turn sought to obtain territorial and other gains 
without regard to the problems of national minorities. Directly and 
indirectly, the Balkan Wars of 1912 and 1913 led to World War I. 
Enlarged and confident, Serbia was attracted by the idea of freeing all 
fellow-Slavs from Austria-Hungary. Her hatred for Austria was the 
spark that started the conflagration. 

During the First World War, true to the ancient formula, the Balkans 
were overrun by various armies. At the end of the war, the map of the 
Balkans was redrawn to correspond more definitely with the aspirations 
of the Balkan nationalities. 



Chapter VIII 


ROMANIA (UP TO 1918) 


The Roman Era 

OMANI A traces her history back to loi A.D. At that time the 
Roman emperor Trajan defeated King Decebal of the Dacians, a tribe 
of the Thracians, and colonized the province. The capital, Sarmisege- 
tuza, a lovely spot in Transylvania, was taken by assault. In eastern 
Banat, Dacia, Oltenia, and Transylvania, gold and other valuable min- 
eral deposits soon attracted large numbers of Roman colonists to the 
new provinces. By 271 A.D., however, the Roman emperor Aurelian 
abandoned the Dacian colony. He removed his troops and govern- 
ment officials, but the Roman colonists remained. 

Following the era of Roman domination, the country was trans- 
formed into a battleground for invading tribal armies until the seventh 
century. During these invasions, the remnants of the early Roman 
colonists and their descendants fled for refuge to the Carpathian Moun- 
tains or to the region south of the Danube. The inrushing armies of 
Slavs succeeded in dividing the Romanians from the Romans. It was 
to the Romanized Gauls that Byzantine writers applied the Slavonic 
word “Vlachs.” 

The Romans living in the secluded Carpathians were unmolested by 
the waves of barbaric invasion. The Slavs were about the only impor- 
tant group to penetrate the area and leave an impression on the peo- 
ple’s language. Even in the twentieth century, traces of Dacian tastes 
and customs have been found to predominate in this Carpathian strong- 
hold. But the invading armies left their imprint on the Dacians. The 
resulting conglomeration of traits produced a mixed group of inhabi- 
tants who were converted to Christianity, in the eleventh century, under 
the guidance of the Hellenic Orthodox Church at Constantinople. 

The Transylvania Issue 

The arrival of the Magyars in Transylvania in 1003 led to the sub- 
jugation of the Transylvanian Romanians by a barbarous Asiatic tribe. 
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but the majority of the Transylvanians have preserved their racial and 
linguistic characteristics despite centuries of Magyar domination. 

Transylvania remained under the rule of the Hungarians up to 1918 
and has always been a subject of lively historical controversy. While 
the Romanians claim to have settled Transylvania before the arrival of 
the Hungarians, Hungarian philologists and historians claim that the 
Romanians descended from Vlach herdsmen who had filtered into 
Transylvania during mediaeval times — whence after its effective occupa- 
tion by the Magyar warriors.^ 

The Roots of Modern Romania 

The two Principalities of Wallachia and Moldavia, the nucleus of the 
present Romanian nation, were founded in the fourteenth century by 
the princes of a powerful feudal family — die Besarab. About a cen- 
tury later both were riven by internal strife. Both resorted to foreign 
aid from Hungary, Poland, and Turkey to quell the disturbances. It 
was then that two outstanding individuals rose to prominence: Vlad 
the Impaler (1456-1462) in Wallachia, and Stefan the Great (1457- 
1504) in Moldavia. 

1393 Wallachia acknowledged the suzerainty of the Sultan. The 
countries were forced to pay increasing tribute to the Turks in 1411. 
Vlad the Impaler came to the throne in 1456, three years after the fall 
of Constantinople. He was able to hold back the Turks for a time, but 
soon afterward Wallachia was forced to submit to Turkish domination. 

Stefan the Great fought for Moldavia’s independence from Turks, 
Poles, and Hungarians for many years. He is credited with hav ing 
crushed numerous Turkish onslaughts against Christianity. Neverthe- 
less, he was a disappointed man when he died and urged his son Bog- 
dan in his last breath, to submit to Turkish rule. 

Toward the end of the sixteenth century, the Besarab dynasty con- 
tributed one of the most epic figures to Romanian history, Michael 
(Mihaiu) the Brave (1593-1601). He succeeded for a brief time in 
uniting Wallachia, Moldavia, Bessarabia, the Bukovina, and Transyl- 
vania a united Romania unknown again until 1918. Down through 
the centuries he has remained a symbol of unification. 

Unfortunately Michael lost Transylvania to the Magyars before his 
death. An era of decadence and corruption followed. Nobles ruling 
the terri tories courted the good will of influential ofl&cials in Constan- 

^For a review of the controversy, see Joseph S. Roucek, Contemporary Roumania and Her 
Problems (Stanford University, Cal.: Stanford University Press, 1932), pp. 3-5; for the Hun- 
garian claims, see Eugene Horvath, Transylvania and the History of the Roumanians (Buda- 
pest: 1935). 
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tinople. Several Wallachian and Moldavian princes attempted to fol- 
low in Michael’s footsteps, but their efforts were futile because of this 
political deterioration. By the end of the seventeenth century, the 
Porte intervened more and more in the administration of the princi- 
palities. Although the provinces became mere Turkish dependencies, 
they still enjoyed greater privileges than Serbia and other Turkish 
provinces. Local administration, law courts, and law codes were per- 
mitted. In the following period the predominating influence was 
Greek. Such names as Constantin Mavrocordat, who attempted to 
provide reforms to benefit the peasant, and Basil Lupulo, who stimu- 
lated learning, are linked with these times. 

f^ational Regeneration 

After the Treaty of Kutchuk-Kainardji (1774), Turkey regained 
Wallachia and Moldavia after losing them first to Austria, then to Rus- 
sia. Austria received the Bukovina, which she retained until the treaty 
following World War 1 . Russia’s powerful position at this time forced 
recognition of a sort of Russian protectorate over the principalities. 
She compelled the Porte to promise protection for the Christian faith. 
National minorities looked to Russia as their champion thereafter. In 
1821, Russia forced the Sultan to restore the Romanian princes to their 
principalities. This marked the end of the oppressive rule of the 
Phanariotes. A period of national regeneration led by Transylvanian 
teachers followed. 

While the principalities were under Turkish dominance, the Porte 
had farmed out their administration to rich Greek merchants and bank- 
ers who lived in the Phanar (lighthouse) quarter of Constantinople, 
the so-called “Phanariotes.” The Phanariote period (1711-1821) was a 
heavy economic drain upon the provinces. The anti-Greek hatred en- 
gendered by Phanariote financial exactions is still strong in Romania 
today. But the Phanariotes did bring with them the leavening influ- 
ence of French literature and culture. This contact with French 
civilization roused the sleeping Latin spirit in the Romanians. The 
younger generation flocked to Paris, drawn there by Hberal ideas. 

The two Romanian provinces of Wallachia and Moldavia were in a 
different position from other parts of the Balkan Peninsula in two im- 
portant respects. They were not directly incorporated into the Turkish 
Empire, and they preserved their aristocracy. They therefore resem- 
bled Russia, Hungary, and Poland in their social structure rather than 
Serbia and Bulgaria, whose people had become purely peasants. In 
the eighteenth century, the princes accepted French cultural ideas. 
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Later, French, revolutionary ideas penetrated to the Romanian aristoc- 
racy through the Greek merchants established in Vienna. In 1791, as 
a result, some of the boyars in Wallachia demanded the right to form 
a nation and to elect a native prince. 

Hovi^ever, a modern Romanian national consciousness really began 
only -when Gheorghe Lazar, coming from Transylvania to Bucharest 
in 1816 as director of the school of St. Sava, propagated the theories of 
Bishop Micu and substituted the native vernacular for Greek as the 
language of instruction. But years of patient effort were required be- 
fore any substantial number of provincial Romanians understood 
Lazar’s efforts and began to found schools with teachers imported from 
Transylvania. The Romanian language, which so far had been the 
language of the lower-class peasants, became more appreciated and 
more widely used. 

In the nineteenth century, Greek influence declined as Russian influ- 
ence grew. The Romanians did not like the Russians, but welcomed 
them in 1828 when war broke out between Russia and Turkey. The 
Treaty of Adrianople (1829) granted virtual autonomy to the princi- 
palities, although the Russians occupied the country for a number of 
years. The revolutionary wave of 1848 also touched the Romanian 
provinces. It was Romanian good fortune that the views of Napoleon 
III of France coincided with the nationalistic principles propounded by 
Romanian agitators abroad. At the Paris Congress of 1856, the union 
of the principalities was suggested as a barrier against Russian expan- 
sion. The treaty of March 30, 1856, gave back to Moldavia three of die 
districts of southern Bessarabia which had been annexed by Russia in 
1812. 

The National Party, determined to overcome all obstacles to a com- 
plete union, elected Colonel Alexandre Ion I. Cuza as the prince of 
both principalities in 1859, and this act was grudgingly recognized by 
the Great Powers in 1861. Cuza’s reign lasted seven years. Some of 
his drastic reforms aroused serious opposition, but he put through two 
outstanding measures: the secularization of the great estates of the 
monasteries in 1863, and the Rural Law of 1864 which acknowledged 
the peasants as the legitimate owners of the land they tilled. The per- 
sonal vices of the prince, the unconstitutionality of many of his acts, 
and the prevailing financial distress forced Cuza to abdicate in 1866. 

Charles of Hohenzollern-Sigmaringen was placed on the throne in 
the same year as the new prince, Carol I. He declared his country 
independent on May 10, 1877, and saw it expand considerably during 
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his reign of 48 years. The Peace of Berlin in 1878 gave southern Bes- 
sarabia to Russia, but Romania got most of Dobrudja. In 1913, after 
the Second Balkan War, Romania received an additional section of this 
area, known as the “Quadrilateral.” By deciding to fight on the side 
of the Allies in 1916, the Romanians eventually realized their national 
ambition. The peace treaties gave them Transylvania from Hungary, 
Bessarabia from Russia, and the Bukovina from Austria — triumphs that 
did much to strengthen the reign of Ferdinand I, at the helm since 
1914. 


Party Rule 

On the eve of Romanian independence, a downtrodden peasantry 
left the government to a small minority of privileged landowners, pro- 
fessional people, and urban merchants. Up to World War I, power 
was held alternately by two political parties, the Conservatives and the 
Liberals. 

The Liberal Party, relatively progressive at that time, was also em- 
phatically nationalistic and was favored by the throne. Its-great leader, 
Ion C. Bratianu (1821-1891), is justly regarded, with King Carol I, as 
the founder of modern Romania. Indeed, the Bratianu' “dynasty” prac- 
tically ruled the country from the establishment of the Hohenzollerns 
up to 1930. 

The Conservatives, representing the landowners almost exclusively, 
were in the saddle less often than the Liberals. The Germanophile in- 
clinations of Marghiloman’s war government, which signed a humili- 
ating peace with the Central Powers in 1918, and the effects of the 
agrarian reform proclaimed in 1919 terminated the party’s existence. 

Romania and World War I 

Before the war began, Romania was approached by both hostile 
camps. Public opinion in Romania had been estranged by the repres- 
sive Hungarian policies in Transylvania and by the Bulgarophile lean- 
ings of Austria-Hungary after the Second Balkan War. But King 
Carol I, who wanted to switch his country to the side of the German 
cause, called a crown council on August 3, 1914, at 5:30 P.M. He was 
overruled and was “so overcome by spiritual and bodily anguish that he 
could no longer think.” ^ He died on October 10 and was succeeded 
by Ferdinand, who was inclined to favor the Allies, especially since 

“Schmitt, B. E., The Coming of the War (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1930), 
VoL II, p. 429. 
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Queen Marie was all out for the Allied cause. After signing secret 
treaties with Russia, France, England, and Italy on August 18, 1916, war 
was declared. 

However, Romania’s entry into the war was untimely. The Romani- 
ans failed to receive expected aid from their Allies, and Austrian and 
German armies invaded the country. It became a virtual colony of the 
Central Powers, especially in the economic sphere. The Peace of Bu- 
charest, signed by Marghiloman on May 7, 1918, is worth studying as 
an example of what the Germans had in mind for those whom they 
had defeated. Fortunately, in November, 1918, as a result of events in 
the western theater of war, the German domination of Romania col- 
lapsed. On December i, the king formally entered liberated Bucharest 
by the side of Bratianu, who was appointed head of the government. 

As noted above, the peace treaties fulfilled Romania’s nationalistic 
ambitions. She became a country equal in area to the combined states 
of New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, and 
Connecticut, or about equal to Norway or Italy. Thus the Romanian 
nation, split up for over one thousand years, became a political unit. 
The former Roman Dacia, built up by Emperor Trajan, was resurrected 
from its historical grave. 


Bibliography 
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Chapter IX 


YUGOSLAVIA (UP TO 1918) 


Historic Background 

UGOSLAVIA’S historical importance lies largely in its geographic 
location. It is a highway between Central Europe and the Middle East. 
It is significant that the railroad lines between Vienna and the Adriatic 
ports and the line from the Middle East to Western Europe intersect in 
Yugoslavia, that World War I started because of a shot fired by a 
Serbian nationalist student, that great Allied armies met again on 
Yugoslav territory in World War II, and that the internal and external 
problems of Yugoslavia kept agitating international diplomacy in the 
months immediately following its conclusion. 

The internal dissension which divides Yugoslavia today is nothing 
new to that unhappy land. Although the country as we know it now 
was a creation of the peace treaties following the First World War, the 
regions lying within its present boundaries have been torn for centuries 
by strife from within and without. Like the other Balkan countries, 
Yugoslavia has long been a pawn in the hands of the major powers of 
Europe, and has figured prominently in the wars of the past. The in- 
habitants of present-day Yugoslavia lived under six different govern- 
ments before the First World War — a fact which makes it difficult to 
trace the country’s history, but a fact which also accounts in large part 
for the constant friction and strife. 

The name “Yugoslavia” means a country uniting the Southern Slavs 
within its boundary. It consists of the former independent Kingdoms 
of Serbia and Montenegro and the Yugoslav districts of the former 
Austro-Hungarian Empire. The latter include Croatia and Slavonia, 
formerly united with Hungary; Dalmatia, formerly an Austrian crown 
land; Bosnia and Herzegovina, formerly under common Austro- 
Hungarian government; the Slovenian parts of Austria (Krain and a 
part of Styria) ; and the Voivodina, which was formerly under Hun- 
garian rule. 
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The Slavs 

The cradle of the Slav race was on the northern slopes of the Car- 
pathians — what is now eastern Poland and southwestern Russia — 
where they lived as an essentially agricultural people. The vacuum 
created by the breaking-up of the Roman Empire in central and south- 
ern Europe induced the migration of the Slavs to the south and west, 
during the sixth and seventh centuries, in the footsteps of the Teutonic 
tribes. At the end of this period the Slavs were in possession of all of 
southeastern and central Europe. The subsequent invasion by the 
Magyars and the expansion of the Germanic tribes from the west de- 
prived the Slavs of some of their territories and have definitely sepa- 
rated the Southern Slavs from their northern brethren.^ 

Historical Divisions 

The land of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes lies at the crossroads of 
the European Western world and the Eastern world, where Asia be- 
gins. The Roman Empire was divided in the middle of the land. 
Rome and Byzantium fought one another at the moral and political 
expense of the Southern Slavs. Because of their geographical position, 
they became separated not only politically but religiously. At that 
time, the acceptance of a religion had deeper implications than a sim- 
ple act of faith. It was also a philosophical and political commitment 
which dominated the whole life of a nation. 

The Serbs built their state upon an absolute union between the King, 
the Church, and the military class. The Croats and later the Slovenes 
entered into the whole mediaeval, feudal Western European world 
where the tendency from the beginning has been to separate the tem- 
poral power from the spiritual. That explains why the Serbs can 
easily accept federalism as a political philosophy and why they are 
always striving for the centralization of the state. 

The mediaeval Balkan states were overthrown by the Turkish inva- 
sion of southeastern Europe. The Turkish domination still further 
separated the Serbs from the Croats, since the latter remained in the 
Austro-Hungarian sphere of influence. Until the twentieth century, 
the land of the Southern Slavs was shared between the Austro-Hun- 
garian and the Turkish Empires. 

The conflict with the Asiatic Turks created a national philosophy 
among the Southern Slavs known as “the spirit of Kossovo.” The 

Radosa.vljevich, P, A., Who Ave the Slavs'? (Bostont Bjidgcr, 1919)} ^ vols.j contains a mass 
of valuable material. 
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plain of Kossovo (plain of the blackbirds) had been the scene 
of an epic battle in 1389, in which the Serbs (with some Croats 
and Slovenes) were crushed by the Turks. The national poetry 
(Pijesma) sung in Serbia^, Bosnia, Herzegovina, Dalmatia, and Mon- 
tenegro conveyed the “spirit of Kossovo” through the centuries. Un- 
like the Nazi Weltanschauung, “Kossovo” is not a form of national 
suicide, but a sacrifice by a nation for its resurrection through resistance. 

All the Southern Slavs accepted this philosophy and applied it to 
their different historical positions. In Croatia, for instance, the strug- 
gle was analogous to the political and social development of western 
Europe. Matija Gupets, the Croatian peasant who led a sixteenth- 
century revolution against the landowners, is an exciting precursor of 
the Partisans in the Second World War. Dalmatia's intellectual inde- 
pendence of Venice and its great Croatian literature are miracles of 
national self-expression. 

Throughout the Turkish domination, two small sections of the Yugo- 
slav lands retained their independence. One was Montenegro which 
in its barren mountains developed a heroic tradition; the other was the 
Republic of Dubrovnik (Ragusa) which became rich by trade and was 
the center of a flourishing Yugoslav art and literature. Montenegro 
remained independent until it was merged with Yugoslavia by popular 
plebiscite in 1919. Dubrovnik lost its freedom in 1804, when it was 
taken by Napoleon’s Marshal Marmont. 

The nationalistic consciousness of the Serbs, who were less advanced 
than the Croats, was preserved through the centuries with folksongs 
(pesme)y traditionally recited to the accompaniment of the one-stringed 
fiddle (gusla). The songs commemorated famous forebears and the 
struggle against the Turks, the legendary hero Prince Marko and the 
Haidu\s (Robin Hood guerrillas), who went on fighting “the terrible 
Turk” in the mountains. By the end of the eighteenth century, many 
village notables {kpez) began to come into contact with foreign lands 
as hog exporters. They led an uprising against the oppression of the 
Janissaries in 1804. This was the start of the movement for Serbian in- 
dependence and eventually for Southern Slav unification. The result 
was the first Serbian autonomous state. It lasted for nine years under 
George Petrovich, better known as Kara George (Black George, 1766- 
1817). But the center of Southern Slav cultural life was in Hungary 
and Vienna.^ 

After two insurrections, the litde Principality of Serbia was formed 
in 1830. Unable to expand northward into the rich plains inhabited 

^Kohn, Hans, The Idea of Nationalism (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1944), p. 549. 
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by the Croats and Slovenes under Austrian rule, it continued its expar 
sion southward at the expense of the Turks. The Balkan wars c 
1912-1913 established the southern frontier much as it was after 1918. 

Trend Toward a Yugoslav Union 

The union of the various branches of Yugoslavs in 1918 was not sucl 
a haphazard act as the present friction between these groups wouh 
indicate. We have seen that, historically, the Croats, Slovenes, an( 
Serbs were at least partly united at various times. Following th 
French revolution, the nationalistic aspirations of the Southern Slav 
tended to focus on the ideal of a possible unification of all Yugoslavs 
It is worth noting that this feeling was stronger among those living 
in Austria-Hungary than it was among the Serbians and Bulgarians 
Several great names in Serbian literature — ^Dositeje Obradovitch, Vul 
Karadchich, and the Montenegrin Bishop Peter II — ^were inspired b] 
the movement known as “Illyrism” {lllrskj po\ret — ^from the nam* 
“Illyria” which the Romans applied to all provinces on the easteri 
Adriatic coast). 

In the second half of the nineteenth century, the entire Croat intelli 
gentsia gathered around Bishop Josip Juraj Strossmayer and enthusi 
astically promoted contacts with other Slavs. At the same time, the 
movement took on the aspect of “Yugoslavism” (Jugoslvaenstvo). Or 
the eve of the First World War, a great majority of the Southern Slavs 
particularly those in the Austro-Hungarian Empire, had accepted the 
idea as the only solution for their nationalistic ambitions. In this spirii 
the so-called “Resolution of Fiume” in 1905 made a declaration accord- 
ing to which “Croats and Serbs are the same nation, both by blood and 
language,” which had the right “to decide freely and independent!) 
concerning their existence and future.” ® 

The events which brought the Yugoslav question to the attention oJ 
the whole world by progressive stages were the annexation of Bosnia- 
Herzegovina by Austria-Hungary in 1908, the Balkan wars of 1912- 
1913, and the opening of World War I.^ 

The Serbian victories of 1912 and 1913 greatly strengthened the 
Yugoslav ideal. The murder of Archduke Francis Ferdinand in Sara- 
jevo (June 28, 1914) led to World War I. The heir of the Austro- 
Hungarian throne was a marked man. Many Serbs feared that his 

■^Jaszi, Oskar, The DissohiUo 7 i of the Habsburg Monarchy (Chicago: Chicago University 
Press, 1929), Vol. V, Chapter VI, “Croatia Versus Hungary,” pp. 366-378; Part IV, Chapter 
IV, “The Jugo-Slav Irredenta' and the Road Toward the War,” pp. 403-432. 

^Fa, Sidney B., The Origins of the Woild War (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1931), sec- 
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scheme for transforming the Dual Monarchy into a Triple Monarchy 
with autonomy for the Slavs might wean their kinsmen in the Mon- 
archy away from the “greater Serbia” movement.® 

During World War I, Austrian armies occupied Serbia and Montene- 
gro, as well as the Austrian provinces of Slovenia, Croatia, Voivodina, 
Dalmatia, and Bosnia-Herzegovina. Each of these countries had a dif- 
ferent history during the war. Slovenians and Croatians fought in the 
Austrian army, not against the Serbs and not well against the Russians, 
but excellently against the Italians (especially after Austria published 
the London Secret Treaty). In the meantime, opposition to Francis 
Joseph’s monarchy grew, and Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes formed their 
own legions in the Russian army. 

At the beginning of the war, the Serbian Parliament proclaimed that 
its aim was the liberation and union of all Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes. 
Several Yugoslav leaders from Austria-Hungary fled to Rome, Paris, 
and London, and eventually formed the Yugoslav Committee in Lon- 
don, under Trumbitch, with a program for a united and independent 
Yugoslavia.® In July, 1917, Pashitch and Trumbitch signed a joint 
manifesto at Corfu, which laid the foundation for a future “Kingdom 
of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes.” It was really a compromise be- 
tween Pashitch’s idea of a “Greater Serbia” and Trumbitch ’s hopes for 
a federal Yugoslavia in which the various peoples and provinces would 
enjoy home rule. It provided that the future State was to be a demo- 
cratic monarchy under the House of Karageorgovich, that both alpha- 
bets and all three religions should enjoy equality, and that local autono- 
mies should be established in accordance with social and economic 
conditions.^ 


The Formation of the New Kingdom 

When the Austro-Hungarian Empire began to fall apart in 1918, the 
Slovenes under Dr. Korochets, a Catholic priest, convened a National 
Council in Ljubljana, attended by delegates from Bosnia-Herzegovina. 
It soon took on the character of an unofficial government in the Yugo- 

® Ibid. The literature on the causes o£ World War I is enormous and cannot be enumerated 
here. But its influence on the interpretation o£ the historical role o£ Central-Eastern Europe 
is quite obvious. See Joseph S. Roucek, Misapprehensions About Central-Eastern Europe in 
Anglo-Saxon Historiography (New York: Polish Institute o£ Arts and Sciences in America, 1944); 
and B. E. Schmitt, 1914: Thirty Years After.’’ Journal of Modern History, XVI (Sep- 

tember, 1944), pp. 169-204. 

®Temperley, H. W., A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (London: 1920-1924), Vol. 
IV, pp. lyiff., gives a full account of the Yugoslav movement during World War I. 

"^The third ambiguous point became one of the most disputed points thereafter, the Croats 
maintaining that it meant federation, while the Serbs replied that it only covered local county 
councils. 
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slav districts of the Monarchy. This National Council of Slovenes, 
Croats, and Serbs desired union with Serbia, but wanted to discuss sat- 
isfactory terms of self-government. The advance of the Italians in the 
west forced the Council to appeal for Serbian help. Under pressure 
of the foreign danger, Pashitch met the leaders of the Yugoslav Com- 
mittee and of the National Council in Geneva in the first week of 
November, 1918. It was agreed that a joint Serbo-Yugoslav Govern- 
ment should be set up at once, but that the existing governments should 
continue to function pending the drafting of a constitution by a Con- 
stituent Assembly. The Council sent a deputation to Prince Regent 
Alexander, ofiering him the Regency. Meanwhile, the Great Montene- 
grin National Assembly deposed King Nicholas on November 26, 1918, 
and proclaimed its union with Serbia. On December i, 1918, the 
Regent proclaimed the Union of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes in a 
united Kingdom.® 


Bibliography 

(At the end of Chapter XXIII) 

®When Serbia freed herself from the Turks, the Karageorgevichs and Obrenovichs, both 
swineherds by honorable profession and both desiring the throne, agreed on- alternation on the 
throne until 1903, when ten revolver bullets and five saber cuts ended the career of Alexander 
Obrenovich. (B. Hardin, Royal Purple (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1935) gives a forceful story 
of this period.) Peter Karageorgevich, who returned from exile, became king and established 
the present line of Yugoslavian monarchs. 



Chapter X 


BULGARIA (UP TO 1918) 


Stages of History 

^Bulgaria has passed through five well-defined stages of history. 
First it was a Roman province^ or rather a part of the Roman provinces 
of Moesia and Thracia. In the next stage it was a contested area, 
fought for by the Byzantine Greeks and the barbarians who invaded it 
from the north. In the third stage it was a national Bulgarian Empire; 
in the fourdi a Turkish province. Finally the Turkish power was 
ejected and the modern Kingdom of Bulgaria was established. 

In Roman times, present-day Bulgaria was occupied by a population 
of Thraco-Illyrian descent. These people were expelled or absorbed 
by the great Slavonic migration which took place at various intervals 
between the second century and the beginning of the sixdi century. 
Then the scattered Slavonic tribes were subjugated by the arrival, dur- 
ing the seventh century, of a horde of Tartar origin called ''Bolgar” or 
'Tol-Agalar,” under the leadership of Asparouh. These wild horse- 
men, despotically governed by their \hans (chiefs) and boyars (no- 
bles), were a Turanian tribe akin to the Huns, Tartars, Avars, Petche- 
nugs, and Finns’. The Bulgars made a gift of their name and political 
organization to the race they conquered, receiving in return the Slavic 
language, customs, and local institutions. 

Christianity was adopted during the reign of Tsar Boris I (852-888), 
probably for political- motives. During that period, two famous Sla- 
vonic missionaries, Cyril and Methodius,^ invented the alphabet known 
as Cirilitza {Girilitza)^ which is now used by the Russians, the Serbs, 
and (until the beginning of the nineteenth century) by the Romanians. 
The adoption of the Slavonic or “Old Bulgarian” language as that of 
the oflScial liturgy was the final stage in the assimilation of the original 
Bulgarian race with the Slavonic tribes. 

^Actually most o£ the work was done among the Slavs of Moravia (present Czechoslovakia) 
by these two apostles, and the Bulgars were evangelized by their disciples. 
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In the schism between the churches of the East and West, Boris chose 
the Eastern Church in 1870. Bulgarian primates subsequently received 
the title of Patriarchs. 

The Zenith of National Power 

Under Simeon (893-927), Bulgarian national power reached its ze- 
nith. The Bulgarians conquered not only the Slavonic tribes along 
the Danube, but also those in Thrace and Macedonia. In the west and 
north, Thessalonica, Epirus, Albania, Sermium, Wallachia, and part of 
Hungary were incorporated in Simeon’s dominions. Being the most 
powerful monarch in that section of Europe, Simeon assumed the title 
of “Emperor and Autocrat of all the Bulgars and Greeks,” a title recog- 
nized by Pope Formosus. After Simeon’s death, internal dissension 
broke up the Kingdom. In 967 the Russians made their first appear- 
ance in Bulgaria. In 971 Eastern Bulgaria was recovered for the Ro- 
man Empire, and in 1014 Basilius II brought it back under Byzantine 
dominion. The dynasty was extinguished and for more than a century 
and a half (1018-1186), all Bulgarian territories remained subject to 
Byzantine emperors. 

The creation of the second Bulgarian Kingdom was another glorious 
chapter in Bulgarian history. In 1186, the brodaers Ivan and Peter 
Asen of Tirnovo led a revolt of the Vlachs and Bulgars, and Ivan Asen 
assumed the title of “Tsar of the Bulgars and Greeks.” He moved the 
capital from Preslav to Tirnovo, which the Bulgarians regard as the 
historic and sacred capital of their race. Ivan succeeded in regaining 
for his country its lost dominions and prestige. The greatest of the 
Bulgarian rulers was Ivan Asen II (1218-1241), whose power extended 
over Albania, Epirus, Macedonia, and Thrace. With the passing of the 
dynasty in 1257, a period of decadence began. On June 28, 1330, Tsar 
Michael Shishman was slain by the Serbians under Stephen Urosh III 
in the Battle of Kustendil. Though Bulgaria still retained its native 
rulers, it formed part of the short-lived empire of Stephen Dushan 

( 1331-1355) • 


Turkish Rule 

Then the Turks came. At first they invaded the entire valley of the 
Maritsa, and in 1382 they seized Sofia. Ivan Shishman III, the last 
Bulgarian tsar, was compelled to declare himself the vassal of Sultan 
Murad I in 1366 and had to send his sister to the harem of the 
conqueror. 

The five centuries of Turkish rule (1396-1878) form a dark period in 
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Bulgarian history. Even so, the condition of the peasantry during the 
first three centuries of Turkish dominion was better than it had been 
under the tyrannical rule of the boyars. Many districts and classes en- 
joyed special privileges. Chief among them were merchants, miners, 
and the inhabitants of the “warrior villages,” who received self- 
government and exemption from taxation in return for military serv- 
ice. Up to the end of the seventeenth century there was only one seri- 
ous attempt at revolt, as distinguished from the guerrilla warfare 
maintained in the mountains by the outlaws {haidouhj), whose ex- 
ploits, like those of the Greek \lephts, have been highly idealized in 
popular folklore. The revolt of 1595 and an equally unsuccessful up- 
rising in 1688 were fostered by Austrian troops, but after the Peace of 
Belgrade (1739), Austria abandoned her active Balkan policy and Rus- 
sia then assumed the role of protector of the Orthodox Christians in the 
Balkans. 

The Bulgarians, in addition, suffered from the religious and national- 
istic policy of the Greek Patriarch at Constantinople, who had been 
placed over the Patriarchate of Tirnovo. He forbade services to be 
held in the Bulgarian language, closed the schools, and ordered all 
libraries to be burned. A new kind of feudal system replaced that of 
the boyars, and fiefs or spahilikj were conferred on Ottoman chiefs and 
renegade Bulgarian nobles. But the Christians still enjoyed certain 
advantages. They were not subject to military service, the Turks made 
no systematic effort to exterminate their religion or language, and 
within certain limits they were allowed to retain their ancient local 
administration and the jurisdiction of their clergy in regard to inheri- 
tance and family affairs. 

The Rise of Bulgarian Nationalism 

At the beginning of the nineteenth century, the Bulgars were hardly 
known to Europe, or even to the students of Slavonic affairs. The 
Russian invasions of 1810 and 1828 only added to their suffering. But 
the national spirit was beginning to reassert itself. 

In 1762 there arose from a cell in the monastery of Mount Athos the 
voice of the monk Paissy, calling upon the people not to be ashamed of 
their name and reminding them of their glorious past. He wrote a 
history of the Bulgarian tsars and saints. His call was heard and taken 
up by die priest Stoiko, later Bishop Sofrohi, who labored for fifty 
years to educate his people by his preaching and writing. He is the 
author of the first book printed in Bulgarian, in 1806. In 1814 the first 
reading book was published, which led to a new method of teaching. 
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The monk Neofit Bozveli inspired and led the struggle of the Bulgarian 
people to free themselves from the Greek Patriarchate’s spiritual 
tyranny. 

The Bulgar-Greek controversy over the affairs of the Bulgarian dio- 
ceses began in 1835. This was the first struggle in which the Bulgarian 
nation engaged as a whole. The root of the controversy can be found 
in the Turkish practice of recognizing only one clergy — since all the 
conquered nationalities in the Ottoman Empire had the same religion 
— as representative of the subject races. The Phanar (where the Greek 
Patriarchate was situated in Constantinople) became the sole Orthodox 
Church in Turkey. The Greek clergy used their power to spread 
Hellenic culture and civilization. 

In i860 the Bulgarians refused to recognize the Greek bishops as 
heads of the Bulgarian dioceses, and their demands were supported by 
the Russian representative in Constantinople. This forced the Porte to 
issue a firman (March ii, 1870), whereby the “Exarchate of all Bul- 
garia” was founded, thus placing the spiritual leadership of the Bul- 
garian people under the control of Bulgarian ecclesiastics. The Greek 
Patriarch excommunicated his Bulgarian prototype — which only 
strengthened the nationalistic tendencies of the Bulgarians. 

The Bulgarians got international publicity in 1876, when their revolt 
was suppressed with the utmost ferocity by the Turks. But their cause 
was taken up by Gladstone in a celebrated pamphlet which aroused the 
indignation of Europe against the “terrible Turk.” 

Independent Bulgaria 

As a result of the Russo-Turkish war, Russia dictated the Treaty of 
San Stefano (March 3, 1878), which gave Bulgaria nearly all she 
wanted territorially. But fear of growing Russian influence caused 
Lord Beaconsfield to call another European Conference in Berlin. By 
the Treaty of Berlin (July 13, 1878), the territory lying north of the 
Balkan range became an autonomous principality under the suzerainty 
of Turkey, but the territory lying south of the range — ^Eastern Rumelia 
—became a Turkish province. (Bulgaria wanted Thrace and Mace- 
donia.) By a coup d’etat of 1885, which Turkey was too weak to op- 
pose, Bulgaria effected the fusion of the principality and Eastern 
Rumelia under one prince, although the territory remained under 
Turkish overlordship. It was not until 1908, at the time of the “Young 
Turk” revolution, that Bulgaria finally declared her complete inde- 
pendence and was transformed from a tributary principality into an in- 
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dependent Kingdom. Prince Ferdinand became “Tsar of the Bul- 
garians” and started entertaining dreams of a “Greater Bulgaria.” 

Since 1878, Bulgaria’s boundaries have expanded and contracted like 
an accordion in action. In 1885, as noted above, union with Eastern 
Rumelia (Thrace) extended her boundaries far south toward the 
Aegean Sea; the following year the border retreated with territories 
relinquished to Turkey. After the First Balkan War in 1912, when Bul- 
garians fought with Serbs, Greeks, and Montenegrins against the 
Turks, Bulgaria’s acquisitions again expanded her boundaries westward 
and also southward all the way to the Aegean, opening up a direct sea 
route to the Mediterranean. Almost immediately, however, this was 
followed by another war in 1913, in which Greece, Serbia, Montenegro, 
and Romania joined with Turkey against Bulgaria, after Bulgaria 
struck the first blow. Their combined effort forced the latter country 
to give up many of her gains. By the Bucharest Peace Treaty, Bulgaria 
had to give up the Dobrudja Quadrilateral to Romania and lost prac- 
tically all of Macedonia to Serbia and Greece, although it retained 
Western Thrace. The peace concluded with Bulgaria giving Eastern 
Thrace to Turkey. 

To recoup her lost fortunes, Bulgaria entered World War I on the 
side of the Central Powers in October, 1915. Turkey ceded an addi- 
tional strip of territory in Thrace to Bulgaria. But the Central Powers 
lost the war and the Peace Treaty of Neuilly (November 27, 1919) de- 
prived Bulgaria of access to the Aegean Sea by giving Thrace to Greece. 
Some territory was also transferred to Yugoslavia. 

Finally, to make the story more up-to-date, Romania ceded Dobrudja 
(acquired in 1913) to Bulgaria in 1940. After the conquest of Greece 
by the Axis, Bulgaria annexed Eastern Macedonia and Thrace. 

The Macedonian Question 

Bulgaria’s modern history has been intimately associated with the 
eternal problem of Macedonia. The possession of Macedonia has been 
the common objective of the nationalistic ambitions of the three Balkan 
powers: Bulgaria, Serbia (now Yugoslavia), and Greece. Each of 
them regards it as vital to their national and other ambitions. 

Macedonia’s unique importance lies in the fact that it is located in the 
heart of the Balkan peninsula; whoever dominates the Vardar Valley 
is master of the peninsula. Since it is the geographical center of that 
part of the world, each group of people which settled within the penin- 
sula’s boundaries tended at one time or another to drift into the Vardar 
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area. In addition, because of its position as the meeting place of the 
three Balkan states — Bulgaria, Greece, and Yugoslavia — it has been only 
natural that each of these peoples has tried to impose their own nation- 
alistic sentiments and culture in the area. The inhabitants of the Var- 
dar Valley and the surrounding region have been subjected to a con- 
stant barrage of propaganda intended to convince them that they are 
Bulgars — or Serbs — or Greeks. Jurisdiction over the territory has 
shifted back and forth as one or the other of the claimants won a move 
in the complicated game of national fortunes, or the even more intri- 
cate game of Europe’s diplomatic balance of power. Nor has the 
struggle ceased at the present time. 

Small wonder that out of this cockpit has arisen a constant threat to 
the peace and stability of Europe. Apart from the three contestants 
already mentioned, Turkey and Romania have occasionally participated 
in the scramble, as well as the Macedonians themselves. One conse- 
quence has been an excessive Macedonian nationalism, professedly au- 
tonomous in purpose, whose accepted program is revolution, insurrec- 
tion, and extreme violence. Periodically the Macedonian organization 
directing the movement for autonomy lights a flare m the tinderbox of 
the Balkans with a well-placed assassination. When one remembers 
that the First World War resulted from a similar flare in this very 
region, it is easy to realize the importance of an understanding of the 
problem and its significance. 

It must be emphasized that Macedonia has always been a loosely 
defined area, though the claimants are fond of appealing to their his- 
toric rights as far back as the ninth, tenth, and eleventh centuries. The 
fact is that Macedonia is more of a political problem than a geographi- 
cal entity. Today its vague boundaries extend from the region of 
Salonica along the river Vardar to Skoplje (Uskub), westward to the 
Albanian frontier, and eastward to Strumnitsa on the Bulgarian border. 
Its territorial importance centers in the Vardar Valley, which now lies 
within the territories of Yugoslavia and Greece; but the third claimant, 
Bulgaria, still regards an outlet to the sea as important. 

The name “Macedonia” came into use about the middle of the nine- 
teenth cenmry, when the Balkan nations were engaged in their struggle 
for liheration from Turkish rule. European Turkey was officially 
divided into “vilayets,” and the territory now currently known as 
Macedonia comprised the vilayets of Kossovo, Monastir (Bitolia), and 
Salonica. 

The widest definition of Macedonia can be found in the Bulgarian 
claims. Pro-Bulgarian writers generally give the boundaries of Mace- 
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donia as the river Mesta and the Rhodope Mountains in the east; the 
Aegean Sea and the Chalcidice Peninsula, the river Bistritsa (from the 
mouth up to its upper course) and Mount Grammos in the south; a 
line from Mount Grammos to the crest of the Shar in the west; the 
mountain chain from the Shar to the Rila in the north. 

As far as Yugoslav claims are concerned, numerous Serbian authori- 
ties maintain that Macedonia comprises only the regions around Och- 
rida, Bitolia, Voden, Salonica, Dojran, Strumitsa, Seres, and Kavala. 
The region north of this part of the Balkans is, according to Serb 
sources, ethnically and historically Serbian country. 

Greek writers usually identify their claims with the boundaries of the 
ancient Kingdom of Macedonia, with the reservation that the definition 
can now be rightly applied only to Southern Macedonia, which is 
largely within the boundaries of Greece. 

If it had not been for Alexander the Great, possibly no one would 
ever have heard of Macedonia again after it was wiped from the map in 
148 B.C. But it took only a few years for Alexander, who died in 324 
B.C., to make the name of his homeland famous forever. 

In the nineteenth century, the agitation of the Christian subjects of 
the Porte in this portion of the Turkish Empire and the ambitions of 
Greece, Serbia, and Bulgaria to annex part of the territory combined to 
create the so-called “Macedonian question.” In 1878 and 1880 numer- 
ous outbreaks occurred in Macedonian districts. In 1893 the powerful 
Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization (IMRO) was created 
and proclaimed the ideal of “Macedonia for Macedonians.” This or- 
ganization rapidly extended its network. Soon its symbol — a piece of 
black cloth, signifying serfdom and oppression, with the words “Lib- 
erty or Death” embroidered across it — ^became widely known. Local 
branches were founded, usually led by schoolteachers, and monetary 
contributions were collected. The country was divided into revolu- 
tionary regions, districts, and communes, with officers at the head of 
each. The local committees, elected by universal suffrage, each sent a 
delegate to the rayon committee, geared into the o^rug committee, the 
latter sending 47 delegates to the general congress which elected and 
granted executive authority to the central committee of three members 
of Salonica. (Hence the significance of the word comitadp, literally 
me anin g committee.) The chetas, under the authority of the rayon 
committees, enforced the decisions of the IMRO and of its courts, as 
well as the collection of taxes. Supporting them, in case of emergency', 
were the secret village militia bodies with hidden arms. 

The IMRO soon became a state within the state throughout Mace- 
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donia. Matters came to a climax in 1902, when bands of Sofia-inspired 
Young Macedonians, led by Bulgarian officers of Macedonian origin, 
invaded Macedonia. At the same time there were violent disagree- 
ments between the forces supported by Sofia, which utilized the Mace- 
donian movement for nationalistic aims, and within the membership 
of the IMRO itself. The essential problem was whether Macedonia 
should become autonomous or should unite with Bulgaria in a federal 
arrangement. The problem was never solved, although submerged in 
blood. A chain of murders and executions characterized the whole 
history of the Macedonian movement. 

In World War I, the IMRO supported Bulgaria, hoping to gain Mace- 
donia’s freedom as a reward for its support. It terrorized the Serbian 
element in the occupied Macedonia. The end of the war found the 
Bulgarian nation distraught and critical of all those associated with the 
national disaster. The IMRO incurred its share of the blame and 
nearly ceased to exist in the next few years. 

Ferdinand’s Rule 

The pre-war political life of Bulgaria was characterized by the over- 
whelming influence of Prince (later Tsar) Ferdinand. The Constitu- 
tion of 1879 vested the sovereignty of Bulgaria in the Bulgarian people. 
In the Bulgarian Constituent Assembly, political parties were promptly 
formed. The Liberal Party embraced the former rebels against Turk- 
ish rule, protagonists of absolute freedom, believers in the wisdom of 
the people. On the other hand, the Conservative Party was formed by 
intellectuals who profoundly mistrusted the people. The struggle be- 
tween these two political factions was very bitter. The Liberals con- 
stantly repeated the charge that the Conservatives had been loyal to the 
Turkish Sultan. The Conservatives, on the other hand, called the Lib- 
erals “Communists.”^ 

But eventually programmatic differences were forgotten and, at the 
turn of the century, Bulgaria was blessed with numerous party groups 
and smaller factions. But party names — with the exception of the 
Agrarian and Socialist Parties — denoted no particular political, social, 
or economic tendencies. All they indicated was a preoccupation with 
the interests of the most articulate classes of the nation — the urban, pro- 
fessional, and military classes. The town, parading as progressive, 

^ While most of the Liberals had no idea what a Communist was, the Conservatives knew 
well enough that the horrors of the alleged excesses of the Paris Commune were still fresh in 
the minds of the rulers of the European Powers. They also knew that the only way to insure 
their dominant position in the government was to discredit the Liberals as Communists and 
thus secure the favor of the Bulgarian prince. 
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ruled the village. No party was so crudely obvious as to call itself 
conservative.'^ 

Suspended by Prince Alexander of Battenberg in May, 1881, and re- 
instated in September, 1883, amended twice, in 1893 and 1911, and 
utterly disregarded by the Bulgarian rulers during most of half a cen- 
tury, the Bulgarian Constitution was effective only on paper. Under 
Ferdinand’s rule, the tsar’s power to dissolve the Bulgarian legislative 
body was widely misused. Out of 21 National Assemblies, 16 were dis- 
solved. In nearly half a century Bulgaria had 37 Ministries, of which 
only 4 were formed from the majority party in the National Assembly. 
It was Ferdinand I who brought Bulgaria into World War I on the side 
of the Central Powers. As a result, he had to abdicate in favor of his 
son, Boris. 
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Chapter XI 


ALBANIA (UP TO 1918) 


History 

i!^LBANIA’S history has be^n almost invariably shaped by outside 
influences. It was in the direct path of Roman penetration toward the 
east. In the late Middle Ages, when Venice extended its power along 
the Dalmatian coast, Albania became the natural adjunct of its Adriatic 
domain. The Balkans were the spearhead of Turkish penetration to 
the west and Albania, wrested from the Venetians, fell under a long 
spell of Ottoman rule, only temporarily broken by the patriotic episode 
of the great Albanian leader Skanderbeg. During the latter part of the' 
nineteenth century, with the decline of the Ottoman Empire, Albania 
was partitioned and repartitioned among her wrangling Balkan neigh- 
bors. During the first decade of the twentieth century, the Albanian 
situation became such a disturbing element in Balkan and European 
affairs that a Conference of Ambassadors (London, 1913) was called 
to define the frontiers of an independent Albanian state. This country, 
as big (or little) as Maryland, has known for centuries what it means 
to be invaded and occupied by stronger powers. 

One of the oldest races in southeastern Europe and tracing their 
descent from the earliest Aryan immigrants to the Balkans, the Al- 
banians have stubbornly preserved their racial traits and language de- 
spite the almost continuous political subjugation of their country. In 
tire earliest days of its recorded history, as noted above, the territory 
that is now Albania was partitioned between the ancient Grecian King- 
dom of Illyria in the north and Epirus in the south. Aristotle named 
Epirus as the original home of the Hellenes. Dodona, then in 
Albanian-inhabited territory, had the earliest of several famous ancient 
oracles and exerted considerable influence through the oracle’s responses 
to the queries of Greek statesmen. 

The Molossina chieftains of Epirus claimed direct descent from 
Pyrrhus, son of Achilles, who supposedly settled in Epirus after the 
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sack of Troy. Proud and domineering Olympias, sister of King Alex- 
ander of Epirus, married Philip of Macedon and became the mother 
of Alexander the Great. After 146 B.C., Epirus became part of the 
Roman province of Macedonia. 

A colorful figure of Illyria was the pirate queen Teuta (the “Cath- 
erine the Great” of Illyria), whose navy raised such havoc with Adriatic 
shipping that Rome took to arms for revenge and Teuta had t5 sue for 
peace in 227 B.C. 

The Battle of Actium between the fleets of Antony and Cleopatra and 
of Octavian was fought off shores that were then Albanian. The Via 
Egnatia, great military highway from Rome to Constantinople, crossed 
Illyria (Rome’s province of Illyricum) from Dyracchium (modern 
Durazzo) to Thessalonike (now in Greece). Through the succeeding 
Byzantine era, the time of the Crusades, and during the long period of 
Turkish domination, the Via Egnatia remained the only land thorough-' 
fare between Asia and the Adriatic. 

In 330 A.D., when the capital of the Roman Empire was transferred 
from Rome to Constantinople, Albania became a province of the East- 
ern (Byzantine) Empire. From the fifth century on, however, the 
country suffered invasions by Huns, Gauls, Goths, Slavs, Bulgafs, Nor- 
mans, Venetians, Sicilians, and Turks. Until the fourteenth century, 
the Albanians remained mostly under nominal Serbian rule. Upper 
Albania and part of southern Albania were ruled by the Montenegrin 
princely family of Balsa (Balsici), of Provengal origin. In 1360, after 
the death of the Serbian Emperor Dushan, it regained complete inde- 
pendence under native chiefs until 1431, when the Turks captured 
Yanina. 

Under George Kastriota, nicknamed “Skanderbeg” (1403-1468), the 
Albanian national hero, the country became united and fought off the 
Turks for a generation. But after his death, Albania passed definitely 
under Turkish control. The Sultans maintained their suzerainty until 
1912. 


Albanian Nationalism 

Despite their vague national tradition and their long submergence 
in the Turkish Empire, the Albanians have always considered them- 
selves a separate ethnic group.^ They have* clung to age-long customs 
and have suffered only slight infusions into their language. This re- 
sistance to outside influence through centuries of constantly changing 


^Roucek, Joseph S., “Albania as a Nation/' The Annals o£ The American Academy o£ Po- 
litical and Social Science, CCXXXII (March, 1944), pp. 107-109. 
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foreign domination is chiefly due to the nature of the land. Enclosed in 
their inaccessible mountain fastnesses, the Albanians have developed a 
highly static tribal civilization that could never be penetrated by those 
who overran the country. In general, Albanians became divided into 
two groups — the Gheffl , who lived mostly north of the Shkumin River, 
and the Tosks, living in the south. The Ghegs, living in greater iso- 
lation, are usually described as fierce, superstitious, and predatory, but 
also as brave, simple, and faithful. They are renowned as soldiers and 
as rebels. The Tosks, on the other hand, broadened by intercourse 
with the Greeks and the Vlachs, have turned to commercial and agri- 
cultural occupations in contrast to the pastoral pursuits of the Ghegs. 
The predominant religion is Mohammedan. However, a minority in 
the south belongs to the Greek Orthodox Church; and in the north to 
the Roman Catholic Church. 

The Albanians possess a spirit of independence which is probably as 
strong as that of other European peoples. But they are more concerned 
with their o-wn in dividual freedom and that of the immediate circle in 
which they liveratEermanwim self-government for the entire coun- 
try. Living in a compact tribal existence, bound and guided by time- 
honoreTtfadi^ns, they never felt tBie~need~and seldona^e 'desire for 
cHtHl7iniTfi*e'd:~home^^ This does not mean, however, that Al- 
banian EisIoryTias not had its periods of national resurgency. The 
spirit of independence was reawakened by the great Skanderbeg or by 
small nationalistic groups like the League for the Vindication of Al- 
banian Territory. 

Most nationalist movements of the Balkans derive their moral sus- 
tenance from the revival of their ancient dialects as written tools in the 
hands of poets and scholars. In emulation of the successful “national- 
isms,” a group of Albanian educators prepared the first Albanian Abe- 
tare (a book of ABCs) in Constantinople in 1879. Then books, maga- 
zines, and periodicals appeared in that “strange and accursed Albanian 
tongue.” As a result of the San Stefano Treaty, which left territories 
inhabited exclusively by Albanians in Montenegro, Serbia, Bulgaria, 
and Greece, the Albanian nationalist leaders, suppressed in their own 
country, had to operate from Bucharest, Sofia, Cairo, and eventually the 
United States.^ They cultivated especially Albania’s historic epic of 
Skanderbeg, a military genius whose exploits were occasionally retold 
by romantic potfts like Longfellow (in Tales of a Wayside Inn). 

®Roucek, Joseph S., “Albanian Americans,” in F. J. Brown and J, S. Roucek, Our Racial 
and National Minorities (New York; Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1937), pp. 331-339. 
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Albania and World War I 

In 1912 a general uprising compelled the Turks to grant autonomy 
to the Albanians. European diplomacy forced Prince William of Wied 
onto the throne, but in a few months he was forced to leave the country 
because of World War I. During the war, the Serbs, Greeks, Italians, 
Austrians, Hungarians, and French occupied the country. On June 3, 
1917, the commander of the Italian forces proclaimed Albania an inde- 
pendent country and set up a provisional government at Durazzo. 
The Treaty of London of April 26, 1915, promised, in Articles 6-7, 
that “Italy shall receive full sovereignty over Valona, the Island of 
Saseno and surrounding territory of sufBcient extent to assure the de- 
fense of these points,” and that “Italy shall be charged with the repre- 
sentation of the State of Albania in its relations with foreign powers.” 

When the Peace Conference opened in Paris in 1919, it appeared that 
Albania would be assigned to Italy as a mandate or protectorate. But 
any form of Italian mandate was overruled by President Wilson, who 
insisted on establishing an independent Albania.® 

In 1920, despite the desire of Greece and Yugoslavia to partition the 
country, Albania joined the League of Nations and enjoyed national 
independence for the next two decades under the dapper, ambitious, 
wary-eyed Ahmed Bey Zog I, Mbreti Shqiptarvet (“Bird the First, King 
of All the Sons of the Eagle”). 
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The Classical Period 

C^ONTEMPORARY Greece traces her history back to the classical 
period of ancient Hellas, which gave rise to a political grouping of 
great weight and significance. It furnished the Greeks with a lan- 
guage, a culture, and an unbroken past. Despite the exposed geo- 
graphical position of the Greeks, their language has survived not only 
the vicissitudes of political domination by both Romans and Ottomans, 
but also the graver peril of the Slavic migrations. The other aspects 
of the classical period have likewise survived in unbroken memory on 
Greek soil or abroad. It remained for the Greek renaissance of the 
nineteenth century to revive in the Greek mind the ancient glory that 
was Greece and to continue the culture that had already claimed tlie en- 
thusiasm and admiration of the western world. 

The third element of Greek nationalism, which postdates the classical 
period, is Christianity. Especially during the Ottoman period, religion 
became a sharp line of demarcation between conquerors and subject 
people. But the Greek Orthodox Church was even less successful as 
a unifying force among Christians in the East than the Roman Church 
was in the West. Two factors were responsible for this: the bitter 
rivalry between Catholicism and Orthodoxy, and the early tendency for 
the latter to organize into autonomous units parallel with local lan- 
guages. This division, in combination with the pattern (established in 
the reign of Justinian) of subordinating the Church to political author- 
ity, has made the Church an ally of nationalism rather than a unifying 
force of internationalism. It is still exemplified by the rivalry between 
the Greek and Bulgarian Churches in Macedonia. 

In 197 B.C., Macedonia fell to the Romans and within a few decades 
the Greek city-states to the south were likewise brought under direct 
Roman rule. By that time, however, classical civilization had blos- 
somed forth in all its majesty. Poets, philosophers, sculptors, archi- 
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tects, administrators, military, and naval leaders all left behind them a 
heritage of grandeur for all civilized people to cherish and emulate. 
The story is too well-known to require elaboration. 

The Byzantine Bra 

To complete the account of Greek nationalism and renaissance, an- 
other post-classical influence must be included — that of Byzantium. 
With considerable justification, the Greeks have always looked upon it 
as a Greek Empire and have used it as the goal of their contemporary 
national aspirations. As recently as World War I, they have sought 
repossession of their former capital, the eternal city of Constantinople. 
The debacle in their Asia Minor campaign of 1920-22, however, fol- 
lowed by such a decisive act as the compulsory exchange of populations 
between Greece and Turkey in 1923, forced the Greeks to resign them- 
selves to the future of a small nation. 

The Byzantine or Eastern Empire lasted for almost one thousand 
years. During that long period, it waxed and waned between glory 
under strong and intelligent leadership and humiliation at the hands of 
ruthless enemies; between power generating additional power and im- 
potence resulting in territorial and other losses; between Spartan dis- 
cipline which led its people to victories and venal corruptness which 
corroded everything in sight. The events of this “millennium” have 
left a deep imprint on the Balkan peninsula and its peoples. They all 
emanated from a renowned city — Byzantium — ^which was origi- 
nally built about 657 B.C. on the shores of the Bosporus by Greek colo- 
nists and was renamed Constantinople by Emperor Constantine in 330 
A.D. To indicate its political dignity, the new city was styled New 
Rome; to perpetuate the fame of its founder, it was given the name of 
Constantinople; to emphasize its religious authority, the Greek Patri- 
arch signed himself as “Archbishop of Constantinople, New Rome.” 
The city served without interruption as the capital of the Eastern Em- 
pire until 1453, when it fell to the might of the Ottomans attacking 
from the east. It continued as their capital until 1923, when it was 
superseded by Ankara, the newly-built capital of the Republic of Tur- 
key. At that time, hs name was changed to Istanbul, which in Greek 
simply means “to the city.” It has never ceased to exert a tremendous 
influence on human affairs because of its inherent commercial and 
strategic importance. 

Byzantine civilization, aside from other factors, was strongly influ- 
enced by two historical migrations. The first occurred in 544 B.C., 
when Byzantium was an obscure colonial town, as a result of the Per- 
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sian conquest of Ionia. The Persians drove great numbers of Greeks 
away, among them merchants, mariners, artisans, and intellectuals. 
Rather than submit to the Persian yoke, these inhabitants of flourishing 
Ionian cities fled and carried their higher culture to Greece proper, 
where civilization was dawning again after the Dorian invasion. The 
result was an intermingling of eastern and western traditions and ideas 
and the development of a new Greek civilization. The second migra- 
tion occurred over a thousand years later, in the first centuries of the 
Byzantine empire, when the Greeks of the post-Alexandrian coloniza- 
tion retreated towards the center of the empire under pressure from 
Persians and Saracens to Constantinople and its surrounding provinces. 
They formed the ruling class, the aristocracy of the Eastern Empire, to 
which they gave their language — Greek — and their culture — ^formed 
from Greek and Asiatic elements. 

The checkered career of the great Byzantine empire was brought to 
an end by Mohammed II, named “the Conqueror” because he carried 
the renowned city of Constantinople by storm on May 29, 1453. 

The Rise of Gree\ Nationalism 

Between 1466, when the conquest of Greece was completed, and 1821, 
when Bishop Germanos unfurled the standard of revolt against the 
Turks, Greece was able to preserve contact with Western Europe. The 
preservation of a distinctly national sentiment through dark ages of 
Turkish rule is one of the most remarkable phenomena of modern his- 
tory. It is true that the conquering Turk had found Greece an easy 
prey. The gradual decline of the Byzantine Empire had led to decay 
and stagnation in its outlying territories. Since the time of the Fourth 
Crusade, there had been Frankish feudal principalities whose misrule 
and incessant quarrels had reduced the Greek inhabitants to a state of 
miserable servitude. 

After deliberately exterminating the Frankish lords, Mohammed 
handed over their lands to his own veterans for life as a reward for dis- 
tinguished military service. He also compelled every unbeliever to pay 
a poll tax, which no Moslem paid, and imposed a blood-tribute of Chris- 
tian children by which one-fifth of the males were collected every four 
years and educated as Mohammedans. This measure provided the 
'Stiltan with a standing army and a devoted body of household slaves. 

The only Christian administrative authority left was the Greek 
Church. Its head, the Patriarch of Constantinople, remained the high- 
est authority not only of the ecclesiastical body but also of the Greek 
community, and acted as the representative of the Greek nation in its 
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dealings with the Ottoman Government. In isolated communities, the 
parish priest and the head-man of the village, together with the notables 
and the schoolmaster, preserved a semi-ecclesiastical communal system 
that did much to keep alive the sentiment of nationality. More than 
anyone else, these men kept alive the flame of Hellenism and national 
patriotism during the long centuries of Ottoman rule. Eventually an 
improved economic position, coupled with intellectual superiority, 
helped the Greeks to assert themselves officially and commercially. 
The Phanariotes, so-called from the quarter of the capital where the 
Patriarchate is still situated, constituted an important class of Greek 
officials in the service of Turkey. They were first employed in . secre- 
tarial duties and finally emerged in more important posts, such as the 
Dragoman of the Porte, the Dragoman of the Fleet, and the Voivodes 
or Christian rulers of Moldavia and Wallachia. 

Just as the declining vigor of the Ottomans gave a fresh scope to the 
Greeks in the sphere of official life and diplomacy, so in another field 
the indifference and contempt which Turks always felt for trade and 
commerce gave Greek genius an opening for far-flung commercial 
activities. The growing importance of the Greek element in the Otto- 
man Empire attracted the interest of neighboring states, particularly of 
Russia, to which the Greeks were bound by the tie of a common religion 
and in which they hoped to find a mighty ally in their aspirations for 
freedom. 

In 1770 a project promoted by one Orloff (in the service of Catherine 
the Great) to establish an independent principality in Greece mis- 
carried. Albanian troops, sent to suppress the revolt, remained to be- 
come a terror to both Christians and Moslems. In 1803 Koraes issued a 
spirited appeal to revolution, Rhigas was contributing stirring national 
songs, and Greek merchants in Odessa founded the National Hetairia, 
a literary and political union seeking the liberation of Greece. 

The Bulgarian Exarchate and Gree\ Nationalism 

Reference has already been made to the rivahy between the Greek 
and Bulgarian Churches. It began after the Turkish conquest, when 
the Greek Patriarch was recognized as the head and representative of 
all the Christian subjects of the empire. Fostered by Russian propa- 
ganda and encouraged by the Turks themselves, with a view to foment- 
ing quarrels between their subject peoples, the growing sentiment of 
nationality among the Bulgarians chafed against a system that sub- 
jected them to Greek authority. 

When the Greek Patriarch refused to sanction a separate Bulgarian 
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Church, an appeal to the Sultan resulted in a firman (February 28, 
1870), by which a Bulgarian Exarchate was set up with headquarters 
in Constantinople, later transferred to Bulgaria. This rival ecclesiasti- 
cal system and instrument was soon perverted by the Bulgarians to 
political purposes under the guise of religious enthusiasm. During the 
ensuing years, nothing so much tended to perpetuate Turkish misrule 
in Macedonia and render reform impossible as the dissensions between 
the Greek Patriarchate and the Bulgarian Exarchate. The political 
propaganda carried on by Bulgaria was largely responsible for the lack 
of understanding between that country, on the one hand, and Greece 
and Serbia on the other. The Second Balkan War, World War I, and 
World War II, involving all three countries, followed almost inevitably. 

The Greeks War of Independence 

The first attempt at revolt was made in 1821, when the Hetairia ap- 
pointed as its leader Alexander Ypsilanti, a Phanariote and an officer in 
the Russian army. His failure did not discourage the Greeks, who 
went ahead with the movement in the islands and in central and north- 
ern Greece. Their courage attracted a large number of Philhellenes 
to their ranks. Lovers of liberty were fired by Byron’s passionate 
poetry; President Monroe voiced American sympathies in his message 
to Congress on December 4, 1822; the United States Senate, moved by 
the eloquence of Daniel Webster, passed resolutions of encouragement. 
The revival of Greek trade and commerce in the Mediterranean, a lin- 
guistic and cultural resurgence, the lofty principles of the French Revo- 
lution, and the organization of patriotic societies all combined to make 
the final steps for independence possible. 

An offer of joint mediation between the warring Turks and Greeks 
submitted by the Great Powers on April 4, 1826, which recognized 
Greece as a tribute-paying dependency, was rejected by the Porte. It 
was followed by the Treaty of London of July 1827, under which the 
“Greeks could hold under the Sultan as under a Lord Paramount.” 
This was also rejected. After the Battle of Navarino of October 20, 
1827, when the combined fleets of the Powers annihilated the Egyptian 
fleet, Turkey accepted the Protocol of 1827 as embodied in the new 
Treaty of Adrianople of September 14, 1829. Within a few months, 
however, a new Protocol was signed (February 3, 1830), which de- 
clared Greece to be an independent state with a monarchical govern- 
ment. Three years of internal confusion and unrest followed until 
February, 1833, when Prince Othon of Bavaria arrived as the first king. 
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Between Two Dynasties 

Greek independence has been characterized by diplomatic complica- 
tions and national problems lasting for more than one hundred years. 
These have included boundary disputes, loan settlements, changes of 
dynasty, political strife, and complications of international guarantees 
by the Great Powers. The revolution of 1862 forced Othon to leave 
the country. It was followed by political turmoil and civil strife until 
Prince William George of Glucksburg was crowned two years later as 
George I, King of the Hellenes. Territorial concessions, mainly by the 
Treaty of Berlin of 1878, extended the realm. Crete, southern Mace- 
donia, Salonica, and the Chalcidice peninsula were assigned to Greece 
in 1913 as a result of the two Balkan wars. In March, 1913, the mon- 
arch was assassinated. His heir, Constantine, ascended the throne and 
occupied it until 1917, when he abdicated in favor of his second son 
Alexander. Alexander’s death brought Constantine back until 1922, 
when he was banished in favor of his eldest son George II. The latter 
remained until 1924, when the monarchical system was eliminated by 
a plebiscite in favor of a republic. 

Party Rule 

The first constitution of 1844 was superseded by that of 1864, which 
set up a representative Assembly with members elected by direct, secret, 
and universal male suffrage; stricdy limited the royal prerogatives by 
making the king’s rule subject to the will of the people; and established 
local self-government on a system resembling that of the Code Na- 
poleon. Under this constitution, revised in 1911, two statesmen left 
their official imprints on all the official acts of the young nation during 
its independent life of a little over one hundred years: Charilaos Tri- 
coupis and Eleutherios Venizelos. 

Tricoupis was associated with the events flowing from the Crimean 
War and subsequently with the two treaties signed in 1878: the Treaty 
of San Stefano and the Treaty of Berlin. The first treaty, between 
Russia and Turkey, sought to create a “Greater Bulgaria” by com- 
pletely ignoring the territorial claims of Greece based on nationality 
and self-determination. The Treaty of Berlin, while recognizing the 
independence of Romania, Serbia, and Montenegro, likewise failed to 
grant the territorial expansion of Greece to the north. Internally, 
Tricoupis did his utmost to restore the financial position of Greece, to 
inaugurate road and rail construction, to attract foreign capital for the 
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development of the mineral resources of the country^ and to consolidate 
a constitutional and- parliamentary government in Greece at a time 
when such a government was unknown in many other European states. 

Venizelos came on the scene at the turn of the century, at the invita- 
tion of the Military League set up by young officers in 1909 as a rallying 
point against the politicians who had repeatedly humiliated the nation 
both at home and abroad. From 1911 until his death in 1936, Venizelos 
personified the claims and aspirations, the hopes and dreams, the for- 
ward march of the young nation. He succeeded in incorporating in it 
the coveted island of Crete, part of northern Epirus, Greek Macedonia, 
and eastern Thrace. Except for the phenomenal resurgence by the 
Turks following World War I and the desertion by their former allies, 
France and Italy, the Greeks might have emerged victorious from their 
war against Turkey in 1919-22, both in Asia Minor and in Thrace. 

Following the revision of the constitution in 19 ii and the return of 
law and order, Venizelos turned his attention to strengthening the 
nation’s ties abroad, especially with neighboring countries. The Bal- 
kan League of Greece, Bulgaria, and Serbia successfully waged a war 
for the liberation of their nationals still under Turkish rule and might 
have achieved greater results except for the duplicity of the Bulgars, 
who demanded the lion’s share of the spoils. The only “unredeemed” 
Greeks were those of Turkish Thrace and the mainland of Asia Minor, 
for whom the Greeks gambled at the end of the First World War and 
lost. 
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TURKEY (UP TO 1920) 


Origins of the Ottoman Empire 

TT HE bulk o£ modern Turkey is in Asia, where this nation shares a 
common boundary with Soviet Russia, Iran (Persia), Iraq (Mesopo- 
tamia), and the Levant States. In Europe, across the narrow waters 
of the Bosporus and the Dardanelles, a small northwestern patch' of 
Turkish territory touches the borders of Bulgaria and Greece. Even 
Romania, fronting on the almost landlocked Black Sea, is affected by 
Turkey’s control of its water gates to the outside world. 

Historic centers of once powerful empires, such as Ur, Sumeria, Baby- 
lon, Assyria, Phoenicia, and the ancient Hittite capital of Bogazkoy, 
were situated in or near what is now Turkey. In its prime, the vast 
Ottoman Empire of the Turks spread into three continents, covering 
nearly three million square miles. After the First World War, the 
young Turkish republic still covered more than 297,000 square miles. 
Superimposed on a map of the United States, this territory would ex- 
tend from New Jersey and southeastern New York to the Mississippi 
River and from the Great Lakes southward to include most of Ten- 
nessee and North Carolina. 

Few Americans realize that old “Turkey,” the pre-1914 Turkey out 
of whose chrysalis present-day Turkey has emerged, was not properly 
Turkey at all. Few Americans realize that less than sixty years ago It 
was a deadly insult, worse than the epithet “dog,” to call any member 
of the state which we called Turkey a “Turk.” In the language of 
Constantinople, Turkish though it was, the name “Turk” designated 
dirty and ill-smelling nomads who ranged from the wild wastes of 
inner Asia Minor to Turkestan, which means “Turkland,” east of the 
Caspian Sea. In their own mind and their own speech the proud ef- 
fendis, beys, and pashas of Constantinople were not Turks. 

What were they? Osmanlis, anglicized from the Arabic into “Otto- 
mans ” The adjective Osmanli designates a dynasty rather than a 
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people, a royal house developed from a family of chiefs of a small and 
originally unimportant tribe which came to settle in the northwestern 
corner of Asia Minor in the troubled times that marked the end of the 
Crusades. Osman, founder and namesake of the dynasty, was just a 
minor chief of an apparently still partly nomadic tribe of a type that 
still exists in Asia Minor. A descendant of a Mongol race in Central 
Asia, of which the Huns were also an offshoot, Osman began to rule 
in 1288. 

The Osmanlis gradually conquered all of Asia Minor. In 1361 they 
captured Adrianople and thus came into contact with other Christian 
nations in the Balkans besides the Greeks, namely the Serbs and Hun- 
garians. They were invited by the Greeks to help them against the 
menace of Tsar Dushan of Serbia, and won the battle of Kossovo in 
1389. 

Except for a short decade (1402-11), when Timur (Tamerlane) 
checked the Turks and plundered theh cities, the Osmanli advance 
from the East across the length and breadth of the Byzantine Empire 
was constant and relentless. It continued westward to the door of 
Vienna long after the conquest of Constantinople in 1453, which sig- 
nalled the final elimination of the Eastern Empire. Yet, while the 
latter lasted a “millennium,” its conqueror and successor showed signs 
of decay and corruption within two hundred years after the “conquest.” 
As early as the turn of the eighteenth century, the Turk was spoken of 
in European chancelleries as the “sick man of Europe.” Sultans were 
enthroned, dethroned, or killed by the famous corps of Janissaries, 
a small force of infantry recruited from among converted Christians 
and trained to form a privileged caste of professional soldiers and re- 
ligious fanatics. In their early appearance and before corruption had 
set in, these troops had greatly contributed to the glory and grandeur 
of the Empire. When Russia imposed the Treaty of Kutchuk- 
Kainardji, in 1774, the Turks met their first major humiliation. Tur- 
key was forced to grant the Tsar the right to intervene at his discretion 
in the internal affairs of the Empire on the pretext of according protec- 
tion to subject Christians. 

Islam 

For a Moslem, the faith of Islam proclaimed by Mohammed (570- 
632) is a revaluation of the religion and ethics of Judaism and Chris- 
tianity. Guided by his Arab, Jewish, and Christian neighbors, the 
prophet considered himself the last of the tribe and maintained that he 
came to fulfill the law of Moses and to perfect the gospel of Jesus. In 
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the Koran he completed the revelation of truth contained in the Old 
and New Testaments. In the eyes of a Moslem there is only one true 
Allah. He has the faith of perfect submission to God’s will; he belongs 
to the chosen people and shares in their common fate. 

The Arab caliphs, as successors to the prophet and vice-regents oi 
God, ruled first at Medina until 661, then at Damascus until 750 and 
at Baghdad until 1258. When the Ottoman Sultan displaced them, 
they fled to Cairo. There they continued to exercise titular authority 
until 1517, when Selim I captured the last of them and took over the 
title. Kemal Ataturk not only deposed the last Ottoman Sultan^ but 
also abolished the Moslem caliphate. 

When Mohammed II, the "'conqueror,” took Constantinople in 1453, 
he granted special privileges to the Christians of the defunct Byzantine 
Empire; he made them subjects of his new Empire but not subject to 
Moslem faith and law. In addition to freedom of worship, he also 
granted them considerable freedom in matters of administrative and 
political jurisdiction. The Greek Patriarch of Constantinople, as the 
head of the Greek Orthodox Church, was represented at the Ottoman 
court as if he were the ambassador of a foreign power. The same ap- 
plied to the heads of the Jewish, Serbian, Romanian, and Armenian 
Churches within the Ottoman Empire, but the Bulgarians were not 
granted this privilege until the Exarchate was created in 1870. 

The System of Capitulations 

Originally the term “capitulation” derived from the Latin capitula or 
stipulation and was used in 1275 by the Byzantine Emperor in an agree- 
ment with the Genoese. When the Ottomans occupied Constanti- 
nople, they found a well-established capitulatory system under which 
foreigners forming colonies within the Empire were amenable to their 
own consuls in accordance with the laws of their own countries. The 
Ottomans continued the system, regardless of the fact that their judicial 
system did not provide for the protection of the legal rights of foreign- 
ers. At the time, the system had little to do with race, creed, or nation- 
ality. It meant no derogation from the concept of sovereignty, nor did 
it reflect any reservation to the independent existence of a nation. 

Extraterritorial rights were for the first time formally conferred on 
the French by Selim I in 1516, were renewed in 1522, and were then 
incorporated in a formal treaty of amity and commerce between the 
Sultan and Henry I of France in 1535. It was this treaty which gave 
rise to the system of capitulations in its later and more significant 
phases. Rather than a treaty of alliance, it amounted to a grand ges- 
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ture, ari exhibition of contemptuous magnanimity on the part of the 
Sultan toward a Christian underdog. The next to obtain these privi- 
leges were the British in 1579, followed by the other Western Powers. 
Their people, while sojourning in Turkey, were exempt from taxa- 
tion, judicial administration, and other restrictions enforced on Otto- 
man subjects. 

Many attempts were made to abolish this anomalous imperium in 
imperio but without success until after World War I, when the Na- 
tionalists under Kemal made the eradication of all capitulations a major 
feature of their program. Abolition of the system was decreed by 
Article 27 of the Treaty of Lausanne (July 24, 1923). 

The Period of Decline and Liberation 

The beginning of the decline of the Ottoman Empire can be traced 
to the failure of the Turks under Mohammed IV (1648-87) to capture 
Vienna in 1681, and the subsequent loss of territories suffered as a re- 
sult of a general alliance by the Western Powers. It was aggravated 
when die Sultan was forced to sign the Peace of Karlowitz in 1699, 
justly called “the first dismemberment of the Ottoman Empire.” This 
treaty was the initial step in the historical process which continued 
slowly but surely thereafter. 

Toward the end of the eighteenth century, a new and powerful foe 
— the Russians — was added to the growing list of the enemies of the 
Sultan. The Treaty of Kutchuk-Kainardji (1774) marked the decisive 
turning point in the decline of the Empire. The guarantee of the ter- 
ritorial integrity of the Ottoman Empire, initiated at the Congress of 
Vienna of 1815 and re-emphasized at the Congress of Paris of 1856, was 
not due to any inherent Turkish strength but was rather the result of 
the conflicting interests of the Western Powers in that part of the world. 
Russia and Austria wanted to reach into the Mediterranean; Britain 
sought to block the route of both to India; non-Moslem Turkish sub- 
jects warred against the Empire for independence under the cloak of 
demands for reform. Despite these conflicts of interest, the nineteenth 
rentury witnessed the progressive disintegration of Turkey. 

Greece was declared mdependent in 1829; France took Algiers in 
[830; in the same year Egypt, aided and abetted by Britain, revolted 
igainst the rule of the Sultan; Russia exacted special privileges concern- 
ng freedom of passage for her warships through the Straits by the 
Treaty of Unkiar-Skelessi ( 1833) . Almost half a century later, Turkey 
vas forced: (a) to grant independence to Serbia, Montenegro, and 
Romania and to create a tributary state of Bulgaria, under the Treaty of 
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Berlin (1878) ; (b) to accept British occupation of Egypt, the key to the 
East and to India (1883); and (c) to recognize the independence of 
Bulgaria (1908). A general uprising of the Albanians in 1910 resulted 
in the proclaiming of Albanian independence by Austria and Italy, an 
act which was ratified by the Conference of Ambassadors in London on 
July 29, 1913. The preceding Italo-Turkish War of 1911 and the sub- 
sequent First World War forced Turkey to cede more territories and to 
grant additional privileges to foreign interests until she was left with a 
mere shell of her former power and glory. 

Party Strife 

The first appearance of party politics in Turkey dates from the time 
of the so-called “Young Ottomans” in the reign of Abdul-Aziz (1861- 
76) . They banded together in a secret revolutionary society to depose 
the Sultan, who had reaffirmed the Treaty of Paris (1856), and to in- 
troduce constitutional reforms. Though both aims were speedily ac- 
complished, Turkey in the ensuing years experienced defeats on both 
her diplomatic and internal fronts, lost considerable territory, and saw 
her sovereignty curbed by the Great Powers. 

Events that followed made matters worse. Students of military and 
other schools, aflSliated with revolutionary societies in Europe, were 
organized as the “Secret Society of Union and Progress” to agitate for 
constitutional reforms by revolutionary methods. Among the leaders 
of this Society were Talaat Bey, chief clerk in Salonica’s post oflEce, 
Enver Bey, and Mustapha Kemal, both ofl&cers in Turkey’s Macedonian 
army. After their demand for the restoration of the constitution 
of July 23, 1908, was submitted to the Porte, the reaction was 
swift and bloody. Their officers and other adherents were mas- 
sacred, Parliament was raided, deputies were murdered, and a new 
reactionary cabinet was formed. In retaliation, the “Young Turks” 
marched on Constantinople, deposed Sultan Abdul-Hamid II, and re- 
stored the constitution. Thereafter they became a regular political 
party until the birth of the new Republic of Turkey. 

The Young Turk revolt was followed by six events of great signifi- 
cance for the decaying Empire: (a) Bulgaria proclaimed her independ- 
ence on October 5, 1908; (b) Austria annexed Bosnia and Herzegovina 
the very next day; (c) the Armenians in eastern Anatolia rioted for 
reforms in 1909; (d) the Albanians revolted against the Sultan in 1910; 
(e) the Italo-Turkish war broke out in Africa in 1911 and the Italians 
took the entire Ottoman domain in Africa and the Dodecanese Islands 
in 1912; and (f) the two Balkan wars of 1912-13 followed. The first 
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of these involved Turkey against a united Balkan coalition of Bulgaria, 
Greece, and Serbia-Montenegro. The second united the Young Turks 
with Greece, Serbia-Montenegro, and Romania against Greater Bul- 
garia. The paradox was that Turkey had lost these heterogeneous 
European possessions— two million Greeks and one million Serbs— but 
had actually gained strength and homogeneity. 

World War I 

Before casting their die with the Germans, the Young Turk cabinet 
made serious attempts to settle Turkish differences with England re- 
garding the Persian Gulf controversy and the financial capitulations, 
and with France concerning the railroad controversy and the floating of 
a loan in Paris. But these attempts and the policy of “Ottomanism,” 
which aimed to consolidate all racial and religious elements within the 
Empire, failed because the war faction (led by Enver, the War Minis- 
ter, and Talaat, the Grand Vizier) had signed a secret alliance with 
Germany on August 2, 1914, and had mobilized the army. This fac- 
tion argued that Turkey had lost her political isolation after the Cri- 
mean War and should join Germany to fight her hereditary enemy, 
Tsarist Russia. 

The defeat of Turkey by the Allies had been anticipated by the sign- 
ing of four seaet agreements partitioning the Empire among them- 
selves. The fact that they were not carried out was due to the Bol- 
shevist revolution of 1917 and the Turkish Nationalist uprising rather 
than to any change of heart. The secret agreements provided that; (a) 
Russia was to get Constantinople and the Straits, with free port rights 
reserved to Britain and France; (b) Italy was to obtain a vast region in 
southwestern Anatolia, with a zone east of it carved out for the French; 
(c) the Arab states were to be turned over to Britain; and (d) Italy was 
to get Smyrna and its hinterland. The Treaty of Sevres of 1920, which 
had incorporated all these provisions, was negated by the Treaty of 
Lausanne in 1923. 
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Chapter XIV 


CENTRAL-EASTERN EUROPE IN INTERNATIONAL 
RELATIONS (1914-1945) 


Background and Summary 


T^HE past and present international relations of the Baltic-Aegean 
area can be explained, in the simplest terms, by the question: ‘‘Who is 
to dominate Central-Eastern Europe?” In other words, the attempts 
of various powers to dominate the region, in the past as well as in the 
present, and the counter-action resulting from opposition to such im- 
perialistic ambitions have been the essence of the international prob- 
lems there. Whenever some great power, such as the Ottoman or the 
Habsburg or the Nazi Empire, succeeded in gaining temporary con- 
trol of a part of this region, its domination was invariably challenged 
and eventually brought about the Empire’s downfall. 

From that standpoint. World War I ended with the defeat of Ger- 
many’s ambition to control Central-Eastern Europe. The peace 
treaties changed the pressure on the Danubian Basin and the Balkans. 
The huge and unwieldy Austro-Hungarian Dual Monarchy, a satellite 
of Germany, was broken up. Austria and Hungary were made into 
separate countries, too small to play an important aggressive role. 
Poland was restored to the map of Europe. Czechoslovakia was cre- 
ated out of territory that had been part of the Dual Monarchy. 
Yugoslavia represented a synthesis of the former nations of Serbia and 
Montenegro plus a large slice of Austria-Hungary. Romania was 
given part of what had been Hungary and some of Bulgaria. The 
boundaries of Greece and Albania were not changed much, although 
the Greek frontiers were not finally settled until the end of the war 


with Turkey in 1922. Bulgaria, Germany’s former ally, lost again its 
part of Dobrudja, Macedonia, and access to the Aegean Sea. Russia’s 
losses resulted in the formation of four Baltic states— Lithuania, Latvia, 
Estonia, and Finland. 


The first post-war decade was characterized by efforts at stabilization 
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by all Central-Eastern European states. They were handicapped not 
only by economic and social difficulties, but also by the perpetual prob- 
lem of minorities. The peace treaties tried to satisfy various racial 
and nationalistic ambitions by redrawing boundaries and creating new 
states. But the peoples were so mixed that racial and political lines 
could not be made to correspond. Consequently, every one of the 
Central-Eastern European countries contained “minorities.” For ex- 
ample, the new boundaries left a good many Magyars in Czecho- 
slovakia, Romania, and Yugoslavia. Most of the people in Hungary 
were resentful because so many Magyars had been taken from Hungary 
and because they believed that their kinsmen were badly treated in 
their new countries. On the other hand, Hungary’s neighbors com- 
plained, not without justice, that non-Hungarians in Hungary were 
worse off than Hungarians living in the Little Entente states. The 
Bulgars thought that they should have southeastern Yugoslavia (Mace- 
donia) because so many Bulgars lived there. The Macedonian prob- 
lem and the resulting policy of terrorism agitated Europe, and the 
exchange of populations between Greece and Turkey was followed 
by serious internal and international repercussions. 

With such a background, it is easy to understand why the Central- 
Eastern European states did not settle down peacefully after the war. 
Political upsets, frequently accompanied by assassinations, followed one 
another in rapid succession. Czechoslovakia, which had aptly been 
called “an island of democracy in a sea of dictatorships,” was the only 
country that escaped such troubles up to 1938. 

Back of the bickering of these small states appeared the more dan- 
gerous shadows of the great powers and then- readiness to use their 
satellites as pawns in the larger game of European politics. After the 
war, the main trend of international relations in the region hinged on 
tyro^majormonflictS-L th e e fforts of Italy and then of Germany tc^ re- 
place French and British influence in the region; and the struggle be- 
tween the ^cehtfipetal' force d£ 5^^ Danubian or Balkan or 

Baltic cooperation, with Franco-British encouragement, and, the 

centrifugal pull of the new German Drang nach Osten. Soviet Rus- 
sia at first attempted little or no intervention in the region on national 
or Pan-Slavic lines. 

For fifteen years after World War I the region was essentially an 
arena for clashing French and Italian interests. The second period be- 
gan when a third rival, Germany, appeared on the scene and systemati- 
cally developed her Mittelmropa policy. The dismemberment of 
Czechoslovakia in September, 1938, by Hitler, in cooperation with Mus- 
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solini, Chamberlain, and Daladier — ^but without Stalin — marked the 
end of an epoch, the end of the whole system of collective security, the 
formal abdication by the western democracies of their influence in the 
region. 

Munich, in short, meant that the system built up by the peace 
treaties was smashed by the revisionist powers, headed by Hitler's Ger- 
many. All attempts to block Germany’s 'Tush to the East” — by the 
Little Entente, the Balkan Entente, or the Baltic Entente (all designed 
to uphold the provisions of the peace treaties) — went by the board. 

France’s hol d on Central-Eastern Europe began to dissolve .when. 
.Hitler became Chancellor of the Reich on January 30, 1933. Vain at- 
tempts had been made to substitute some form of "Danubian Con- 
federation” for the hegemony of one dominant power. But the uni- 
versal post-war tendency to seek self-sufSciency within even the smallest 
economic units prevented the realization of any far-reaching scheme of 
economic cooperation, including the Little Entente (originally de- 
signed to keep Hungary from regaining her territories lost to Czecho- 
slovakia, Yugoslavia, and Romania). The division of Europe into 
victorious status quo powers and defeated revisionist states, plus the 
tendency of the "^gfeat states to impose their own rivalries and dissen- 
sions on Central-Eastern Europe, checkmated all attempts at effective 
political or economic union. 

While Italy was engaged in the Ethiopian venture, Germany took ad- 
vantage of the situation to establish her hold on Central and Balkan 
Europe. Even the measures taken by Russia — which joined the 
League of Nations in 1934 and concluded alliances with Fr ance and 
Czechoslovakia in 1935 — could not stop the growing pressure exerted 
by Germany. After the absorption of Austria, Munich was a long step 
in the plan to restore Germany’s pre-war and wartime influence over 
Danubian and Balkan Europe, which stretches on both sides of the 
"transversal Eurasian axis.” This axis contained most valuable re- 
sources — the oil fields of Romania and Mosul, and the granaries of 
Romania, Yugoslavia, and the Ukraine. Central-Eastern Europe 
was to the Nazis what the West once was to America, a sort of back- 
door colony arid Tdurce of supplies. 

^dAfter the German seizure of Czechoslovakia, the war began in Po- 
land. Russia had a pact with Germany, chiefly because she was not at 
ill convinced that the western democracies really wanted to fight Hitler. 
During this maneuvering period, the Baltic states and Finland had to 
DOW to Russian demands based on Moscow’s decision not to allow them 
:o become bases for coming German aggression. 
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But then came the first major step in Hitler’s downfall. He signed 
his future death warrant when he attacked Russia. The course of the 
war, which was to become a world war in every sense of the word, was 
to allow him to conquer all the key points along the transversal Eura- 
sian axis in Europe — only to lose them again as the United Nations, 
particularly Russia, began to push his hordes back into Germany. 
With the defeat of Germany in 1945, Russia became the dominant 
power between the Baltic and the Aegean. The coordination of Rus- 
sia’s foreign policies with those of Great Britain and the United States 
was the most important problem facing the Allies at the end of World 
War 11 . The decisions to be made in Central-Eastern Europe were to 
be the crucial test confronting the Allies after the defeat of Germany.^ 

###### 

Three factors merit analysis as a background for the study of inter- 
national relations since the end of World War I. The first is the sys- 
tem of alliances which determined European political orientations be- 
fore 1914. Friendships and alliances between nations are by no means 
eternal. History has often witnessed changes which transformed to- 
day’s friends into tomorrow’s enemies. Yet the diplomatic alignment 
of Europe before Sarajevo continued to exert its influence long after the 
alliances which were responsible for the famous division of Europe into 
two camps had been torn to shreds. S^ond,,the secret. treatiesjdiay^^ 
up during the First World War need to be considered. Tjiey;^ sketch 
the basis on which new friendships were to rest and present a picture 
of the future world as the leaders of that imperialistic era envisioned 
it. Failure to attain the goals which had been secretly promised 
angered imperialist-minded patriots and helped to undermine the 
Wilsonian idealism which had been advanced as a counterplan for a 
new order. Third, it is necessary to review the main provisions of the 
peace settlements. These were, in essence, an amalgam of the prom- 
is.es of the secret treatib, democratic international idealism, awakened 
nationalism, and the new social revolutionary ideology which had 
gripped Russia. 

Pre-War Alliances 

The Triple Alliance. In the nineteenth century, the great mass of 
Central Europe — the Germanies, the Danube Basin, and Italy — which 
had once had at least a titular unity under the Holy Roman Empire, 
was divided into three main units: Gexroany, Austria-Hungary, and 

*The above summary paragraphs were written by the editor. 
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Italy. These three states made agreements which constituted what be- 
came known as the Triple Alliance. Romania, under the leadership of 
the Hohenzollern Carol I, threw in her lot with this group in 1883. 
Between 1881 and 1895, Serbia also was allied with Austria-Hungary, 
but afterward she gradually developed close ties with Russia. Plenty 
of differences existed among the Triple Alliance partners, but they 
were officially pledged to follow a common policy. 

The Triple^ 'Entente. A counterbalance took shape soon after the 
Triple Alliance was created. In a series of military conventions nego- 
tiated frorn 1891 to 1894, Russia and France entered into what amounted 
to an alliance. Great Britain finally settled her outstanding disagree- 
ments with France in 1904" and with Russia in 1907. In these settle- 
ments, which came to be called “Ententes,” England made no hard and 
fast promises of military aid. But, with the passage of time, conversa- 
tions between military and naval leaders and cooperation in the various 
crises bound the three great powers of the Triple Entente quite as 
closely. 

Certain other powers gravitated into the orbit of the Triple Entente. 
In 1902 Japan entered into a treaty of alliance with Great Britain, and 
Japanese, relations with France and Russia were clarified in important 
agreements negotiated in 1907. France reached certain understandings 
with italy (1900-1902) which virtually gave the Italians a foot in both 
camps . After many years of difficult negotiation, Russia was tempo- 
rarily successful in fashioning a Balkan League consisting of Serbia, 
Bulgaria, Greece,, and .Montenegro (1912), 

The Balkan Wars of 1912-1913 somewhat altered this situation.^ In 
the first war, the Balkan League successfully drove the Turks out of 
most of the Balkan jjeiiinsula." Differences arose as to the division of 
the spoilsTfinT in a second war Serbia, Greece, and Montenegro, with 
t he help of Romania, defeated their former ally Bulgaria; ” The victori- 
ous group of powers' favored the Triple Entente, while Bulgaria and 
Turkey were inclined toward the Triple Alliance. Romania, like 
Italy,_was carrying water on both shoulders. 

The Treaties of the First World War 

Central Powers and their allies. With the outbreak of war in 1914, 
Italy and Romania declared their neutrality. They maintained that the 

^On the various problems connected with the Balkan Wars, see Ernst C. Helmreich, The 
Diplomacy of the Balkan Wars, igiz-xgis (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1938)5 
E. C. Helmreich, “The Conflict Between Germany and Austria Over Balkan Policy, 1913' 1914,*'’ 
Essays in the History of Modern Europe, ed. by Donald 0 , McKay (New York: Harpers, 1936)^ 
pp. 130-148. 
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Central Powers were engaged in an offensive war which they did not 
feel committed to support. Austria-Hungary offered territorial con- 
cessions to both Romania and Italy to entice them into the war on her 
side, or even as a reward for their continued neutrality. In each case, 
however, the Entente Powers outbid the Austrians. 

Although Germany and Austria-Hungary lost the support of these 
two allies, they won the cooperation of Turkey by a treaty signed on 
August 2, 1914. Two mondis later Turkey entered the war. On 
August 6, 1914, Turkey and Bulgaria concluded a treaty which had long 
been on the fire. On September 6, 1915, Bulgaria signed a treaty which 
brought her into the war "on the side of the Central Powers. Bulgaria 
was to receive the greater part of Macedonia and also the territory she 
had lost to Romania and Greece in 1913. These were much the same 
territorial prizes which Hitler was again to dangle before the Bulgarians 
several decades later. Beyond proclaiming an independent Poland in 
November, 1916, to be created out of former Russian territory, the 
Central Powers bound themselves to no further territorial distribu- 
tion. They never drew up such definite treaties of partition as the 
Entente Powers. 

Secret arrangements by the 'Entente Fowers. Grand Duke Nikolai, 
in the early days of the war, promised to erect a reunited Poland out of 
German, Austrian, and Russian territories. It was to have a status of 
autonomy within the Russian Empire. Both sides thus tried to win 
Polish assistance. Romania, as we have seen, was formally bound to 
the Central Powers but inclining toward the Entente. In negotia- 
tions from 1914 to 1916, for the most part carried on from Petrograd, the 
Entente awarded to Romania die Austro-Hungarian territories which 
were largely iahabited by Romanians and also made arrangements to 
send them military supplies. On August 27, 1916, Romania came into 
the war on the Allied side. 

When Turkey entered the war on October 31, 1914, the Entente 
Powers soon made plans for the partition of her territories. By the end 
of December, 1914, England had annexed Cyprus and Egypt, and 
France had annexed Morocco. On March 18, 1915, Great Britain, 
France, and Russia signed an agreement by which Russia was to obtain 
the territory Turkey still possessed in Europe: the city of Constantinople 
and additional lands which would have given Russia complete control 
of the Bosporus and one side of the Dardanelles. France and England 
received certain trade guarantees for the region of the Straits and the 
promise of certain territories to be defined later. Arabia was to be re- 
organized into independent Mohammedan states. 
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About a month after the entente allies had thus begun the liquidation 
of Turkey, they concluded the most famous secret treaty of all. This 
was the Treaty of London of April 26, 1915, by which Italy promised to 
enter the war within one month.^ The Italians drove a good bargain. 
In Europe they were to obtain the Trentino, the German Tyrol to the 
Brenner frontier, Trieste, most of Istria, Dalmatia, various islands along 
the coast, and the Albanian port of Valona with the island of Saseno. 
Italian possession of the Dodecanese Islands^ which had been seized 
from Turkey in the Tripolitan War was also recognized. 

Russia did not like these territorial concess^Byts they conflicted with 
the territorial grants which she had in mi^^llr Serbia. Here then 
were planted the seeds of Italian-Yugoslav am^onism in the post-war 
period. 

France and Siigland did not find it difficult to hand over this terri- 
tory along the Adriatic, which did not belong to them. They were 
vague about two areas where they had more direct interests — ^Asia 
Minor and the German colonies. In Asia Minor, Italy was to receive 
the region adjacent to the province of Adalia “which should be 
delimited at the proper time, due account being taken of the existing 
interests of France and Great Britain.” Italy was never guaranteed a 
share in the German colonies but was promised compensation if France 
and Britain should seize them. 

By the end of 1915, the Allies found it necessary to work out the 
partition of Turkey in more detail. Under the terms of the Sykes- 
Picot agreement of May, 1916, Russia was to obtain northeast Asia 
Minor; France was to get Syria, Adana, and a middle strip running 
northward to the future Russian and Persian frontiers; England was 
to obtain southern Mesopotamia, including Baghdad and Basra, and 
also the important Syrian ports of Haifa and Acre. The territory be- 
tween the French and British zones was to be reserved for the creation 
of French- and British-dominated Arab states. Palestine and Alexan- 
dria were to be under international control.^ 

The Sykes-Picot agreement was contrary to pledges which Britain 
had made to the Sherif of Mecca, and also to the promises made to 
Italy in the Treaty of London. As soon as news of the agreement 
leaked to Rome, the Italians clamored for their additional pound of 
Turkish flesh. On April 17, 1917, the Prime Ministers of Great Britain, 
France, and Italy negotiated an agreement at St. Jean de Maurlenne 

^ For text o£ the treaty, see H. W. V. Temperley, A History of the Peace Conference of Paris, 

6 vols. (London: Henry Frowde and Hodder & Stoughton, 1920-1924), V, 384-393. 

® See the map in Temperley, History of the Peace Conference, VI, 6. 
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whereby Italy’s share of Asia Minor was expanded to include Smyrna. 
This agreement was to be ratified by Russia before it became valid, but 
the new revolutionary government never got around to it. Techni- 
cally, therefore, France and England were not bound by these promises, 
but this was an argument which only irritated the Italians when it was 
advanced later. Nor were matters smoothed out at the peace table by 
the fact that Smyrna had at various times been held out as bait to the 
Greeks.'* 

Proposed partition of Germany and Austria-Hungary. While the 
Entente P<Avers were jjjSt explicit in their proposed liquidation of 
Turkey, Germany and^ptria-Hungary were not ignored. After long 
discussions, France and Russia exchanged notes on February 14, 1917, 
defining their respective interests. France was to annex Alsace-Lor- 
raine and the Saar Valley and was to dominate an autdliomous neutral 
state to be created out of the remainder of German territory west of the 
Rhine. In return Russia was granted complete freedom to determine 
her western frontiers. This carte blanche of course meant that Russia 
expected to reap rich territorial gains at the expense of Germany and 
Austria:.Hungary. 

As already pointed out, Romania had been promised Transylvania 
and other portions of Hungary in September, 1916. As early as Febru- 
ary of that same year, Masaryk had exacted from France a promise of 
help in establishing an independent Czechoslovak state. In July, 1917, 
England and France assured Pasic, the great leader of the Serbians, that 
a large South Slav state would be created after the war out of Serbia, 
Montenegro, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, and various other prov- 
inces of Austria-Hungary. In April, 1918, Italy welcomed represent- 
atives of the various nationalities of the Dual Monarchy and recognized 
the right of each nationality to independence in a solemn Pact of Rome. 
Clearly if the Habsburgs were to retain anything at all, it would be 
only a small rump Austria and Hungary. 

Effects of the Russian revolution. All these agreements meant that 
Central-Eastern Europe was due for a radical reorganization. The dif- 
ficulty was that very often the same territory was promised to and 
claimed by a number of states. Moreover, everything was predicated 
upon Russian participation in the Peace Conference. So the Russian 
revolution upset all these well-laid plans. 

After this revolution, France and England went so far as to carry on 
the good work by dividing up the southern provinces of their former 

’^Howard, Harry N., The Partition of Turkey., A Diplomatic History igiS'1923 (Norman: 
University of Oklahoma Press, 1931), pp. 148-152. 
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ally into spheres of influence. On December 23, 1917, they agreed that 
England was to be dominant in the section around the Caspian Sea, 
which would have given her control of the valuable oil deposits of the 
Caucasus. France in turn was to control the more westerly sections, 
which would have brought her the coal and iron deposits of the Donetz 
Basin. At that time it looked as if Russia was going to brealc up into 
small component parts, and it is always well to be prepared. 

The publication by the Bolsheviks of the various secret agreements 
and Moscow’s bitter denunciations of the imperialistic aims of the En- 
tente did much to discredit all the secret trades. In order to offset 
their bad influence on world opinion, PresidSit Wilson announced a 
new program in his Fourteen Points to which the Entente Powers were 
forced at least to pay lip service. But the fact that they never entirely 
surrendered the aims of the secret treaties is amply demonstrated by 
the peace treaties themselves. 

The Peace Settlements 

Treaty of Brest-litovsh. The history of the peace treaties, particu- 
larly as they affect Central-Eastern Europe, must start with a considera- 
tion of the peace negotiations between Germany and Russia.® The 
overthrow of the Tsar in March, 1917, placed in control of Russian af- 
fairs a liberal government which was anxious to continue the war 
and obtain the territorial prizes that had been promised to the old 
regime. When Lenin took over the government in November, 1917, 
and organized the Bolshevik phase of the Russian revolution, he gained 
support by announcing a program of peace, bread, and distribution of 
land to the peasants. It is clear that Leiun, in inaugurating armistice 
negotiations with the Germans, hoped that all the powers would soon 
join and a general peace would be concluded. 

The Western Powers, however, refused to listen to any such sug- 
gestions. The Soviet delegates met with German, Austro-Hungarian, 
Bulgarian, and Turkish negotiators at Brest-Litovsk. Delegates from 
the government of the Ukraine, which had assumed more and more in- 
dependence ever since the overthrow of the Tsar, arrived a few days 
later. Much to the disgust of the Russians, these delegates were 
granted an official status. In fact, a treaty between the Central Powers 
and the Ukraine signed on February 9, 1918, was the first of the long 
series of peace treaties. The Austrians were particularly concerned 


® The standard work on this settlement is John W. Wheeler-Bennett, T he Forgotten Peace, 
Brest-Litopsh., March igi 8 (New York: Wiiliam Morrow & Co., 1939) • 
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with this settlement because they hoped to obtain immediate grain 
deliveries to alleviate the starvation which threatened Vienna and other 
large cities. 

The Bolshevik leaders had hoped that a revolution would break out 
in Germany as well as in other countries and that a satisfactory and 
equitable peace could then be arranged by brother proletarians. But 
Lenin soon realized that the hour for the world revolution had not 
struck. Contrary to the wishes of Trotsky, he advocated the immediate 
signature of the treaty with Germany, even if the terms were drastic. 
After all, it was to be only an interlude, a step backward perhaps, but 
one that was necessary hrorder to take two steps forward. His primary 
objective was to save the Russian revolution. So the Peace of Brest- 
Litovsk was signed on March 3, 1918. 

Strangely enough, both Germans and Russians were proclaiming the 
self-determination of nations at that time. The Germans had already 
officially established their version of an independent Poland and favored 
the creation of new Baltic states on the same model. Russia was 
forced to renounce her sovereignty in the territory west of a line 
running from the Gulf of Riga to a short distance above Dvinsk and 
then bending southwest to the border of the Ukraine at Pruzhany. In 
a supplementary treaty of August 27, 1918, Russia also gave up her last 
claims to Estonia and Livonia. In the south, Russia had to evacuate 
eastern Anatolia and the Russian-Turkish districts which had been 
annexed in 1878 (Ardahan, Kars, and Batum). Turkey eventually ac- 
quired the greater part of these districts.® 

The Ukraine. The hardest blow of all to the Russians was the fact 
that they were compelled to conclude peace at once with the Ukrainian 
Republic and to recognize the treaty of peace between the Ukrainians 
and the Central Powers. The Ukraine was in turmoil. The Bolshe- 
viks were sponsoring and supporting with arms a government in oppo- 
sition to the one recognized by Germany and Austria. German troops 
were extending their zones of occupation. Ukrainian leaders hoped 
that Ukrainian nationalism would culminate in an independent state.^ 

Such a state met with German and Austrian approval. If they had 
not lost the war, a separatist Ukraine would no doubt have been main- 
tained. On the other hand, it is worth noting that the Ukrainian lead- 
ers continued their fight for independence after the German collapse. 
Even after the Ukraine was controlled by the Bolsheviks, a separate 

® Saiicerman, Sophia, International Transfers of Territory in Europe (Washington: Govern- 
ment Printing Office, 1937), p. 100. 

Allen, W. E. D., The Ukraine (Cambridge: University Press, 1940), pp. nydif. 
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status was maintained for some years. For example, the Treaty of 
Riga of March 18, 1921, expressly provided that Poland and Russia, “in 
accordance with the principles of national self-determination, recognize 
the independence of the Ukraine and of White Russia.” ® It was not 
until the formation of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics (U.S.S.R.) 
in 1923 that the Ukraine lost its separate international position. Until 
then there had been Ukrainian ambassadors or ministers at Prague, 
Berlin, Moscow, and Vienna. 

Brest-Litovs\ in retrospect. The Treaty of Brest-Litovsk was a ne- 
gotiated peace, especially the supplementary agreement of August 27, 
1918, in the sense that its terms were drawn up at a conference and were 
discussed by the negotiators. Literally, however, the main terms were 
dictated by the Germans and the Russians had to sign. It was a hard 
peace, but no harder than other treaties which were to follow. 

On November 13, 1918, the All-Russian Central Executive Commit- 
tee of the Soviets unilaterally cancelled the treaty, and in Article 116 of 
the Treaty of Versailles Germany definitely recognized its abrogation. 
Yet when the final western boundary of Russia was drawn, more or 
less under Allied supervision, it was even more disadvantageous to the 
Russians than the Brest-Litovsk line. The one big difference was that 
an independent Ukraine had yielded to armed force. Substantial sec- 
tions which the Germans had attributed to that state now went to 
Poland, and Romania acquired Bessarabia. Soviet Russia, at the ex- 
pense of new wars, eventually regained the small states which had 
declared their independence in the Caucasus. The Entente Powers 
were not friendly to the Soviet regime and did nothing to help the new 
Russian Government regain control of old Russian territory. 

Treaty of Bucharest. With the cessation of hostilities by Russia, Ro- 
mania had to follow suit. On December 9, 1917, an armistice was 
arranged, followed on May 7, 1918, by the Treaty of Bucharest. Under 
its terms, Romania passed under the economic and political control of 
the Central Powers. The portion of the Dobrudja which Romania 
had acquired in 1913 had to be returned to Bulgaria and the portion 
from this boundary north to the Danube was ceded to the Central Pow- 
ers jointly. Austria-Hungary was also to obtain boundary rectifica- 
tions in the Carpathians. Although no definite provisions to that 
effect were inserted in the treaty, it was understood that the Central 

®It is interesting to note that three texts o£ the treaty — Polish, Russian, Ukrainian — are pub- 
lished in the Treaty Senes of the League of Nations, V., pp. 5 iff- See also the note on “The 
Diplomatic Representation Abroad of the uiu'ainian S.S.R.” in Allen, The Ukraine, pp. 338-339. 
Some Ukrainian nationalists have continued their agitation for an independent Ukraine until 
the present day. 
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Powers would have no objection to Romanian acquisition of Bessa- 
rabia, a region which Romanian troops then occupied. Once this 
treaty was signed, the Entente Powers considered their promises to 
Romania no longer binding. 

With the collapse of Bulgaria and Austria-Hungary, however, the 
Romanian Government denounced the Treaty of Bucharest and re- 
entered the war on November 9, 1918. Romanian troops took posses- 
sion of the Bukovina and Transylvania and began the advance which 
was ultimately to carry them beyond Budapest. Unlike Russia, Ro- 
mania had a seat at the Peace Conference in Paris and was therefore 
able to confirm tremendous territorial gains. 

The Peace Settlement in the Baltic Regions 

By the terms of Brest-Litovsk, Russia had been forced to evacuate 
Finland, the Aland Islands, and those regions of Estonia and Livonia 
which were not already under German occupation. Finland had de- 
clared its independence on December 6, 1917, and by the time Germany 
collapsed on November ii, 1918, governments with varying degrees of 
autonomy or independence had been established in Poland, Lithuania, 
Latvia, and Estonia. Two days after the armistice on the Western 
Front, Russia denounced the Peace of Brest-Litovsk and began an of- 
fensive to regain the Baltic territories. The Red Army pushed forward 
even before the German forces withdrew. On December 8, 1918, 
Lenin signed a decree appointing a “Government of Soviet Estonia,” 
followed on December 23 by similar proclamations for Latvia and 
Lithuania. Stalin was to follow similar tactics some decades later. 
But the peoples of these regions did not welcome deliverance by the 
Soviets. They raised armies and fought the Russians. 

Under the terms of the Armistice Agreement of November ii, 1918, 
the German forces were to occupy Russian territories as long “as the 
Allies consider this desirable,” a provision which was incorporated in 
Article 433 of the Treaty of Versailles. The Allies hoped to use the 
Germans as police units. This ordy added to the condEusion of the 
political situation. At times, notably in Finland, the Germans helped 
to clear Russian forces from the land. At other times, the Germans 
came in conflict with national Lithuanian, Latvian, and Estonian forces. 
To complicate matters still further, an anti-Bolshevik White Russian 
force under General Yudenich, which received some assistance from 
the Allies, was formed on the Estonian-Russian border for a march on 
Petrograd. When this force was defeated in October, 1919, and re- 
treated behind the Estonian defense lines, it was disarmed and interned. 
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The'narrative of the warfare by which the Finns, Estonians, Latvians, 
and Lithuanians, largely through their own efforts, were able eventu- 
ally to achieve their complete independence from Russia cannot be 
related in detail here. Again, as at Brest-Litovsk, Russia was forced to 
bide her time and conclude unfavorable peace treaties. She was par- 
ticularly anxious to assure trade connections through the Baltic states 
and thus break the Entente blockade which was threatening to strangle 
Russia. The Soviet leaders also wanted peace along the shores of the 
Baltic so that they could center their attention on bigger game, the win- 
ning of Poland.® Had Poland fallen, it would have been an easy mat- 
ter to rearrange the peace treaties which were signed with Estonia, 
Lithuania, Latvia, and Finland in 1920. 

Conflict over hithuanids borders. These treaties were all cut to tire 
same pattern. The boundaries between the Baltic states and Russia 
were fixed. The Estonian-Latvian and Latvian-Lithuanian borders 
were left to direct negotiation between these states and were settled with 
little difficulty. The boundary between Poland and Lithuania, how- 
ever, was another matter. 

In the treaty with Russia, Lithuania had been promised possession of 
its ancient capital, the city and district of Vilna. In the course of his- 
tory the city of Vihaa had become largely populated by Poles, and Po- 
land had taken possession of it by driving out the Russians in April, 
1919. In their victorious advance against Poland in July, 1920, the Red 
Army in turn cleared Vilna, only to be forced out again a month later. 
The Russians had invited the Lithuanians into the city. Naturally 
skirmishes took place between Lithuanian and Polish units, and Poland 
appealed to the League of Nations. 

The whole question of the eastern border of Poland was in flux at the 
time. In an effort to bring about some stability in the region, the Allied 
Supreme Council had recommended a certain frontier on July ii, 1920, 
“as the eastern boundary within which Poland was entitled to establish 
a Polish administration,” the so-called Curzon line. It ran somewhat 
east of the frontier as defined at Brest-Litovsk.^® This Curzon line, it 
should be emphasized, was never proposed as a final boundary but only 
as a limit which would mark the zone of Polish administration for the 

’’Pusta, Kaarel R., Hhe Soviet Union and the Baltic States (New York: John Fclsberg, 1943), 
p. 21. 

^®This demarcation line had been worked out by the Commission on Polish Afiairs of the 
Peace Conference and was part of the Declaration of the Supreme Council of the Allied and 
Associated Powers of December 8, 1919. The Curzon note of July ii, 1920, took over this 
line but inadvertentiy made a mistake as to how it was to run in Eastern Galicia. See the 
carefully reasoned article by Witold Sivorakowski, “An Error in Curzon’s Note/’ Journal of 
Central European Affairs, IV (April, 1944), pp- i-:26. 
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time being. According to the Curzon line, Vilna went to Lithuania 
but the neighboring territory to Poland. 

In negotiations at Suwalki, on October 7, 1920, Poland and Lithuania 
accepted this demarcation. But before the agreement could be put 
into effect. General Zeligowski, ostensibly acting independently but 
actually under the orders of Marshal Pilsudski, entered Vilna and estab- 
lished a regime which later united with Poland. After much discus- 
sion the great powers recognized the Polish seizure, but Lithuania never 
did so. The frontier between the two countries remained closed until 
March, 1938, when Poland overawed the Lithuanians by threat of force. 

Possession of Vilna gave Poland a thin strip of territory extending up 
to the Latvian border, thereby cutting off Lithuania from any direct 
contact with Russia. This very separation from Russia as well as 
rancor against Poland over Vilna and against Germany over Memel 
tended to improve Russo-Lithuanian relations in subsequent years. It 
should be noted here that in 1923 the Lithuanians, by a mild coup d'etat, 
seized the important Memel territory which Germany had been forced 
to turn over to the Allies in 1919. By this stroke Lithuania obtained 
an excellent seaport with a total land area of 976 square miles and a 
population of 145,000, of whom about half were German-speaking and 
half Lithuanian-speaking. As they had acquiesced in the Polish seizure 
of Vilna, so did the Allies recognize Lithuania’s action, but in this case 
they insisted that the Memel territory be given a large measure of ^ local 
autonomy. 

Establishment of Poland. As has been indicated, the fate of the 
Baltic states and of all Eastern Europe was to a great extent dependent 
upon what happened to Poland. During the First World War, a rather 
efficient Polish military organization outside of Russia had been re- 
cruited under the leadership of Pilsudski. When the Germans wanted 
to incorporate these forces into the German Army in April, 1917, by 
forcing them to take an oath of loyalty to the Kaiser as commander-in- 
chief, Pilsudski balked. He resigned his seat in the Council of State 
and was soon imprisoned. In November, 1918, when the Germans 
were preparing to retreat, Pilsudski was the logical man to organize a 
Polish Army. The Germans facilitated his return to Warsaw, where 
almost superhuman tasks awaited him. 

Polish governments existed in Posen, in Lublin, in Cracow, and in 
Warsaw, and there was also a Polish National Committee installed in 
Paris which had been recognized by the Allies. This latter body was 
headed by Dmowski, an old political rival of Pilsudski. While seeking 
to establish a unified political leadership — which was achieved in a 
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measure through the election of a Diet on January 20, 1919, and the 
subsequent appointment of Paderewski as Premier — ^Pilsudski under- 
took to organize an army and to occupy the territory which he hoped 
would constitute the future Polish state. Poland was created even 
more by this armed conflict, which lasted until 1921, than by the actions 
of diplomats at the Peace Conference of Paris. 

The problem of Galicia. Galicia, which had been part of the Aus- 
trian Empire, was divided for judicial purposes into Western Galicia, 
with Cracow as its center, and Eastern Galicia, with its capital at Lem- 
berg (Lwow). Western Galicia is almost solidly Polish and passed 
under Polish control immediately after the collapse of Austria. East- 
ern Galicia, on the other hand, especially in the easterly portions, is 
inhabited by many Ruthenians and Jews. There was never much of a 
dispute about the portions of Eastern Galicia west of the river San, 
which was almost entirely Polish in population, but there were serious 
disputes over the portions east of the San. Here the Ukrainians (Ru- 
thenians) entered the lists against the Poles and besieged the city of 
Lemberg. This city and its immediate vicinity is largely Polish and 
was able to hold out until Pilsudski sent reinforcements. 

The Allies were far from agreed as to what should be done with the 
territory. All of the delegations except the British favored Polish 
acquisition under special safeguards. The Ukrainians were not well 
represented at Paris or on the battlefield. In June, 1919, the Poles, 
with the blessing of the Allies, occupied all of Eastern Galicia as a safe- 
guard against the spreading tide of Bolshevism. Finally on March 15, 
1923, the Supreme Council awarded Poland full possession of this 
territory. 

Polish-Russian conflict. This latter decision was largely influenced 
by continuing warfare in this part of the world. In the spring of 1919, 
the Poles not only fought the Ukrainians in Galicia, but also clashed 
with the Czechs over Teschen, Spis (Szeps), and Orava (Arva), with 
the Germans in various districts (notably in Posen), and with the Rus- 
sians. Tentative peace negotiations with Russia came to nothing and 
active warfare broke out in April, 1920. This time Pilsudski, in the 
hope of setting up a Ukrainian state which might eventually federate 
with Poland, entered into an agreement with the Ukrainian leader 
Petlura. Having been left at the mercy of the Red Army by the with- 
drawal of the Germans and the defeat of the White Russian Armies, 
Petlura in desperation decided to cooperate with the Poles. 

After initial victories, which extended even to the capture of Kiev, 
the Poles were driven back to the gates of Warsaw. A soviet Polish 
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government was set up at Bialystok, headed by Polish Communists. 
Poland meanwhile appealed frantically for aid. France sent General 
Weygand and an able corps of officers as well as supplies. Incidentally 
a strike of longshoremen in Danzig and their refusal at this critical 
time to unload a ship with Polish military supplies had important reper- 
cussions later. The need of building an all-Polish port at Gdynia, even 
at great financial sacrifice, was brought home to all Poles. By mid- 
August Pilsudski and Weygand were ready to strike. Their daring 
military strategy proved successful and the Russians were forced to a 
general retreat. Congress Poland, Galicia, and large sections of White 
Russia were soon under Polish occupation. 

On October 12, 1920, Russia and Poland signed an armistice and 
preliminaries of peace at Riga. This peace was finally ratified and 
went into effect on April 30, 1921. Under its terms, Poland gained 
about 100,000 square miles of territory beyond the temporary boundary 
line proposed by Lord Curzon. Only 30 per cent of the 4,000,000 
population were Polish, even according to Polish figures. White Rus- 
sians and Ukrainians, each numbering about 22 per cent, were the next 
largest groups. Poland still had not obtained her historic eastern bor- 
ders of 1772, but she had acquired more territory than current ethno- 
graphic frontiers justified, 

Danzig and the Corridor. Poland’s western frontiers were carefully 
determined by the Treaty of Versailles. Point thirteen of Wilson’s pro- 
gram had provided; “An independent Polish state should be erected, 
which should include the territories inhabited by indisputably Polish 
populations which should be assured a free and secure access to the 
sea, and whose political and economic independence and territorial 
integrity should be guaranteed by international covenant.” What ter- 
ritories were indisputably Polish How was Poland to be assured free 
access to the sea ? A plan was devised, largely under American leader- 
ship, to grant Poland a strip of territory along the Vistula extending to 
the Baltic. 

Historically this province of West Prussia had been wrested from the 
control of Polish rulers by the Teutonic Knights about 1308, to be re- 
taken in 1466. The province had always maintained a large measure 
of self-government. In 1772 it went to Prussia in the First Partition of 
Poland. The important city of Danzig had much the same history 
except that it was not awarded to Prussia until the Second Partition of 
Poland in 1793 and was a Free City during the period of Napoleonic 
domination (1807-14). 

Since the city was overwhelmingly German in population, and also 
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since Britain was interested in having an international trade center in 
this Baltic area, Danzig was again constituted a Free City, under the 
League of Nations, in 1919. The League was to be represented by a 
High Commissioner with certain supervisory rights and Danzig was to 
choose its own local governing oflEcials. Poland was awarded certain 
special rights which were regulated by a treaty between Danzig and 
Poland on November 9, 1920, and subsequently modified at various 
times. Polish rights along the waterfront were carefully regulated. 
Danzig was incorporated into the Polish customs frontier and Poland 
was to conduct the city’s foreign relations. 

In addition to West Prussia — ^which in general practice has been 
labeled the “Corridor,” since it separates East Prussia from the rest of 
Germany, but which the Poles call “Pomorze” and consider an integral 
part of Poland — Poland was granted outright the neighboring provinces 
of Posen (Posnania) and a small section of Middle Silesia.^^ Various 
other territories were also demanded by the Polish representatives at the 
Peace Conference. Largely because of the insistence of the British 
delegation, plebiscites were ordered for these regions. The Poles have 
sometimes maintained that the balloting would have turned out dif- 
ferently if it had not occurred at a moment when Polish fortunes were 
at a low ebb. The voting in the Marienwelder and Allenstein areas, 
however, was decisive in favor of remaining with Germany. 

Upper Silesia. The plebiscite in Upper Silesia was a far more com- 
plicated affair and was not held until March 20, 1921. In this case 
707,605 votes and 844 communes favored Germany, whereas 479,359 
votes and 675 communes favored Poland. In the treaty specifying the 
conditions under which the plebiscite was to be held, it was provided 
that the vote should be taken by communes and that an International 
Commission should then determine the boundary. 

The French members of the International Commission proposed a 
line very favorable to the Poles. The British demurred, but their line 
in turn was rejected, as was the compromise line suggested by the Ital- 
ian member. Unable to reach a decision, the Commission dumped the 
problem into the lap of the League of Nations, agreeing in advance to 
approve its award. Meanwhile armed clashes between Poles and Ger- 
mans had occurred. 

The Council appointed a committee of representatives from Belgium, 
Spam, China, and Brazil to fix the frontier. Their decision pleased no 

^ For population figures, see Temperlcy, History of the Peace Conference (London: Frowde, 
1921-24), 11 , 214. In regard to this whole eastern settlement, see kn F. D. Morrow, The 
Peace Settlement in the German^Polish Borderlands (London: Oxford University Press, I 93 ^)- 
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one. Poland was given the greater share of the mineral wealth and 
industrial establishments of the region. The Germans, on the other 
hand, received about two-thirds of the total area. Each side received 
a substantial minority population, about 572,000 Poles remaining in 
Germany and 350,000 Germans being transferred to Poland. To pro- 
vide protection for these minorities and to regulate many other matters, 
a detailed “Upper Silesian Convention” was concluded between Ger- 
many and Poland on May 15, 1922. 

It was easy to point out that the boundary line was absurdly drawn. 
For example, “in some places coal mines had been divided so that the 
shafts are on one side and the pits on the other; a zinc mine has the 
mine proper on one side, the plant to wash the zinc on the other. Iron 
foundries are cut off from their sources of supply. Electrical systems, 
transportation systems, roads — all are cut by the new frontier. Even 
water works are divided — the water tower of the German city of 
Beuthen, for instance, being now in Poland.” Details like these often 
arouse indignation and antagonism far beyond their real significance. 

'Polish-Czechoslova\ boundary. From Austria, Poland claimed the 
territory of Teschen, a valuable industrial and communications center. 
Both Poles and Czechs inhabited this area and in January, 1919, while 
the Poles were busy fighting for Lemberg (Lwow), Czechoslovakia 
sent troops to occupy this territory, dispersing the small Polish garrison. 
Similar situations developed at Spis and Orava, two small border dis- 
tricts which had formerly been part of Hungary. Finally the two con- 
testants agreed to abide by the decision of a plebiscite. It was never 
held, as the Council of Ambassadors intervened and made an award in 
July, 1920, which was on the whole favorable to Czechoslovakia. At 
that time the Bolsheviks were at the gates of Warsaw and Poland was 
beseeching aid from the western powers. Ever since the Poles have 
felt that they were forced to accept this settlement under duress. It 
was the basic cause of Polish-Czech antagonism in the next two decades. 
Under cover of Hitler’s action, Poland forced Czechoslovakia to yield 
these territories to her m 1938. 

Poland had not only achieved her independence but, thanks to her 
aggressive policy, had obtained frontiers which aroused antagonism on 
all sides. The only neighbors with whom she had anything approxi- 
mating peaceful frontier relations were Romania and Latvia, and in 
these cases the frontiers were relatively short. Poland, bitten by the 

■^“German-Polish Relations,” Foreign Policy Association Information Service, III (August 
17, 1927), 180; see also The Cambridge History of Poland from Augustus II to Pilsuds\i, 
/697-/9J5 (Cambridge: University Press, 1941), pp. 514-519. 



251 


INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS (1914-1945) 

desire to be a great power, aimed to make herself the decisive factor in 
the historic struggle to maintain a balance of power in Europe. 

The Peace Settlement in the Danuhian Basin 

The tenth point of Wilson’s famous fourteen as announced on Janu- 
ary 8, 1918, proclaimed: 

“The peoples of Austria-Hungary, whose place among the nations 

we wish to see safeguarded and assured, should be accorded the 

freest opportunity of autonomous development.” 

The phrase “autonomous development” was vague, but hardly went 
as far as the commitments which had already been made by Russia, 
France, and England. 

As negotiations for the armistice got under way in September and 
October of 1918, Austrian leaders attempted to reorganize the state 
along national lines. An effort to create a cabinet from leaders of all 
the nationalities collapsed and in desperation the Emperor, on October 
16, issued a manifesto establishing a federal state. Members from the 
various nations elected to the Reichsrat were to form National Coun- 
cils. When news of the manifesto reached Budapest, the Hungarian 
Premier declared that in future the connection between Austria and 
Hungary would be reduced to a personal union. Henceforth Hun- 
gary would settle all political and economic questions independently. 

The Manifesto of October 16 was never applied in practice. It was, 
however, useful in paving the way for a peaceful dissolution of the 
monarchy. National Committees met and proclaimed the establish- 
ment of independent Czech-Slovak, Serb-Croat-Slovene, and German- 
Austrian states. The Poles threw in their lot with Warsaw and the 
Ruthenians cast their eyes toward the Ukraine. The Austrian govern- 
ment did not think of using armed force to put down these national 
uprisings, as had been the policy in 1848. 

By this time Wilson was no longer talking of autonomy but of inde- 
pendence for the subject nationalities. The Austrian Germans and the 
Hungarians also demanded their own independence from the Habs- 
burgs and hoped that their states would be recognized as new entities. 
Unfortunately for them, they were called upon to negotiate an armistice 
with Italy on November 3, 1918, and with Serbia ten days later. The 
new Austria and the new Hungary, in spite of their demand to be 
treated like Czechoslovakia or Yugoslavia, were considered as the suc- 
cessor states of the old enemy — Habsburg Austria-Hungary. As such 
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they were summoned to the Conference at Paris to sign a peace treaty 
with the victorious allied and associated powers. 

General boundary problems. To a great extent the peace negotiators 
were faced with a fait accompli. No sooner had the old monarchy col- 
lapsed than Czechs, Slovaks, Poles, Rutlienians, Romanians, Yugo- 
slavs, and Italians began to occupy the territories they expected to pos- 
sess. Although die major territorial divisions were thus ordained in 
advance, the various commissions of the Peace Conference had plenty 
of work to do to settle disputed frontier zones. 

Unfortunately ethnographic boundaries did not coincide with re- 
ligious dioceses, with strategic frontiers, or with clearly marked eco- 
nomic units. Railroads and roads had been laid out to serve a large 
mid-Danubian empire and tended to center in Vienna or Budapest. 
Now these same lines of communication were expected to serve a num- 
ber of jealous independent sovereignties. It did not seem wise to have 
a railway repeatedly meander in and out of two neighboring states, and 
boundaries were drawn accordingly. Political considerations, particu- 
larly the idea that since Austria and Hungary had lost the war they 
should therefore expiate their past sins, were the constant background 
of all decisions. 

Plebiscites were denied except in two cases. In the Klagenfurt area, 
die people voted to remain with Austria rather than join Yugoslavia. 
The Burgenland (a German-populated region of Hungary close to 
Vienna) went to the Austrian Republic without any plebiscite, but the 
Hungarians were able to win back Sopron (Odenburg), the provincial 
capital, by means of a plebiscite held in 1921. In no other regions of 
the Dual Monarchy were the people asked to express an opinion as to 
what state they wished to join. 

Treaty of St. Germain. On July 20 the Austrian delegation was 
presented with the proposed treaty, which was signed with some modi- 
fications at St. Germain on September 10, 1919. In many ways it 
was patterned on the Treaty of Versailles. Similar provisions dealing 
with the League of Nations, labor, reparations, and disarmament were 
included. The new Austrian Republic was forced to recognize ces- 
sions of old Austrian territory: Bukovina to Romania; Galicia and a 
small part of Silesia to Poland; Bohemia and Moravia to Czechoslo- 
vakia; parts of Styria, Carinthia, Carniola, Istria, and Dalmatia to Yugo- 
slavia; and Trieste, parts of Istria, Tyrol, and bits of other provinces to 
Italy. 

Appealing to the doctrine of self-determination, the Austrian Repub- 
lic laid claim to some of the German sections of Bohemia. These 



INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS (1914-19^5) 253 

claims were denied, as were also Austrian protests against adding the 
German-populated portions of Tyrol to Italy. Austria was likewise 
forced to forego its desire to unite with the newly created Weimar Re- 
public of Germany. Had the Allies not forbidden it, there can be little 
doubt that Anschluss would have taken place at this time. Both Aus- 
tria and Germany inserted statements in their first constitutions looking 
toward this solution. 

Treaty of Trianon. Although the Peace Conference had reached 
most of its decisions much earlier, the peace terms were not submitted 
to the Hungarians until January 15, 1920, and were not signed until 
June 4, 1920, at Trianon. This delay is explained by events in Hungary 
itself which are discussed in other chapters. 

The conservative governing group headed by Admiral Horthy, who 
finally signed the treaty, represented the same class that took their 
country into the war in 1914. Yet they fared the same as the demo- 
crats and socialists in Germany and Austria. Slovakia and sub-Car- 
pathian Ruthenia were ceded to Czechoslovakia; Croatia and Slavonia 
and a goodly portion of the Banat of Temesvar to Yugoslavia; and the 
rest of the Banat and Transylvania went to Romania. As already men- 
tioned, Burgenland (except for the city of Sopron) went to Austria, and 
the city and district of Fiume were eventually to be divided between 
Italy and Yugoslavia. There is a good deal of evidence to support the 
Hungarian claim that many of the people of these regions or parts of 
die regions might well have voted to remain with Hungary even if they 
were not Magyars racially. But no plebiscites were held. In all, about 
three and a half million Magyars were destined to live in neighboring 
countries, many of them in large blocs close to the frontier. 

The Peace Settlement in the Balkans 

The peace treaties just discussed show how unsatisfactory it is to 
divide eastern Europe arbitrarily into a Danube Basin and a Balkan 
Peninsula. Romania, Yugoslavia, and Bulgaria are Danubian states, 
but they must also be considered as Balkan. The Turkish settlement 
ties up the Balkans with the whole problem of the Near East in similar 
fashion. National-political interests simply do not coincide with neatly 
drawn geographic areas. 

Bulgaria arid the war. Bulgaria entered the war on October 14, 1915, 
and soon won from Serbia much of the territory which had been prom- 
ised her by the Central Powers. The French and English, with the 
consent of Premier Venizelos but against the opposition of King Con- 
stantine and most of the Greek people, had landed troops at the Greek 
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port of Salonica in October, 1915. It was not until after the forced 
abdication of King Constantine in 1917, when Greece officially entered 
the war, that this allied Balkan front achieved any substantial gains. 
By the spring of 1918, war weariness had gripped the Bulgarian forces. 
When the Germans not only were unable to furnish reinforcements but 
withdrew regiments instead, the Bulgarian front collapsed. On Sep- 
tember 29, 1918, an armistice was concluded which amounted to uncon- 
ditional surrender. On October 5, Tsar Ferdinand abdicated and a 
short time later his eldest son was recognized as Boris III. 

The Bulgarian peace delegation under Stambulisky shouldered the 
responsibility of signing the Treaty of Neuilly on November 27, 1919.^® 
Bulgaria lost its coastline on the Aegean to Greece but was accorded 
certain rights of transit and port privileges. Four small but important 
areas centering in Strumitsa, Bosilgrad, Tsarbrod, and the river Timok 
went to Yugoslavia, while Romania regained the Dobrudja. Like all 
the other defeated states, Bulgaria’s armament was limited, but the 
definite reparations bill of $450,000,000 was an improvement over the 
indefinite and more burdensome reparation charges of the other treaties. 

The Turkish problem. On September 30, 1918, the day after Bul- 
garia signed an armistice, Turkey also laid down her arms. Negotia- 
tions with Turkey were even slower than with the other states. This 
was due to the Greek-Turkish conflict, which broke out in May, 1919, 
and to the rise of the revolutionary Ankara government of Mustapha 
Kemal Pasha which is discussed elsewhere. The Treaty of Sevres, 
signed by the Allies and the Sultan’s government at Constantinople on 
August 20, 1920, was never accepted by Kemal. This treaty marks the 
high point of British and Greek policy in the Near East. The other 
powers were not pleased with their handiwork and the Allies were soon 
working at cross-purposes. While Britain continued to support the 
Greeks in their campaign against Turkey, Italy and France made their 
peace with the Ankara government in 1921. At the same time, Kemal 
negotiated a treaty of friendship with Russia in which Turkish-Russian 
territorial differences were adjusted. 

With Allied support of Greece split and with war supplies reaching 
his armies from Russia, Kemal was able to throw the Greeks out of Asia 
Minor in September, 1922. The nationalist Turkish armies threatened 
to seize Constantinople. While willing enough to have the Greeks 
fight the Turks, tlie British, who were occupying the Straits region, 

the Treaty of Neuilly, see G. P. Genov, Bulgaria and the Treaty of Neuilly (Sofia: Hristo 
G. Danov, 1935). 
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were reluctant to become involved in active hostilities. An armistice 
was arranged under British auspices on October ii, 1922. 

The Turkish National Assembly then clarified the situation by abol- 
ishing the Sultanate. The Sultan was evacuated from Constantinople 
on a British warship. Formation of the new National Government at 
Ankara not only prevented the total dismemberment of Turkey, but 
also laid the foundation for a modern Turkish state. The Turks were 
the first to demonstrate that fundamental revision of the peace treaties 
could be brought about only by force of arms. 

The Treaty of Lausanne. The Ankara government was now the 
sole recognized government of Turkey. On November 20, 1922, a 
conference met at Lausanne to work out new- peace terms, but the final 
treaty was not signed until July 24, 1923. Turkey regained Thrace up 
to the Maritsa River, the islands of Imbros and Tenedos, and Asia 
Minor from the Aegean to the Persian frontier. The former Turkish 
territories to the south were divided into Arab states with varying de- 
grees of independence or into mandates under French and English 
supervision. Greece, which had expected so much, had to be content 
with the Aegean islands minus the Dodecanese, which were definitely 
awarded to Italy. The Straits were to be demilitarized and open to all 
ships in time of peace. In time of war the same was true if Turkey 
remained neutral; if Turkey was a belligerent, enemy ships but not 
neutrals could be excluded. Turkey cancelled the capitulations, the 
special privileges awarded to foreign nations dating back to 1535. 

Greece and Turkey signed a separate agreement for the exchange of 
populations. It was a radical solution-of the minority problem and en- 
tailed great human and financial cost. In the end, 189,916 Greeks were 
called back from Asia Minor and settled mostly in Macedonia and 
Thrace. At the same time, 355,635 Moslems were repatriated.^^ The 
League of Nations and the Near East Relief Commission rendered sig- 
nal service in carrying out this difficult project. 

Albania. Forced to curtail her vast claims against Turkey but re- 
ceiving substantially what she wanted from Bulgaria, Greece was again 
denied her demand for an additional (Albanian) section of Epirus. 
Albania had first been recognized as an independent state, due to the 
insistence of Austria-Hungary and Italy, during the Balkan Wars of 
1912-1913. After great effort the Powers had finally agreed upon the 

Exchange of Minorities and Transfers of Population in Europe Since 1919,” Bulletin 
of International News, XXI (July 22, 1944), 586; see also S. P. Ladas, The Exchange of Minori- 
ties: Bulgaria, Greece, and Turkey (New York: Macmillan, 1935). 
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frontiers of the new state in 1913-1914.^® The newly established gov- 
ernment of Prince William of Wied collapsed with the outbreak of wan 
and eventually Albania came under Austrian occupation. With the 
end of the war, the Albanians convened a National Assembly and 
elected a President on December 25, 1918. They soon clashed with the 
Serbians, who attempted to occupy die northern sections of the country, 
and also with the Italians and Greeks who were active in the south. 
The bitter hostility between Italians and Greeks partly accounts for the 
fact that neither of them received their territorial demands here or in 
Asia Minor. 

The Albanians slipped into the League of Nations on December 17, 
1920, and thereby assured themselves an international standing. On 
November 9, 1921, pre-war diplomacy received a pat on the back when 
the Conference of Ambassadors decided that the frontiers of Albania 
should be those of 1913, except for slight concessions to Yugoslavia. 

Yugoslavia. Cut shorter than they thought right in Albania, the 
Serbians, through the formation of the large Serb-Croat-Slovene State 
(ofEcially known later as Yugoslavia), became the dominant element 
in the largest of the Balkan states. Montenegro, over the protests of 
the old ruling house but supposedly with popular approval, gave up its 
independent status. The Yugoslavs had repeated difficulties with Italy. 
The boundaries as finally drawn incorporated a large number of Slo- 
venes into Italy. Difficulties also arose over Fiume, which Italy solved 
in her own favor through the use of force, although the final settlement 
was not negotiated until January 27, 1924. Yugoslavia obtained the 
neighboring Port Baros and certain facilities in the main harbor of 
Fiume.^® 

Romanian seizure of Bessarabia. A word remains to be said about 
one other important territorial settlement related to Balkan affairs. In 
March, 1917, immediately after the overthrow of the Tsar, a democratic 
Moldavian (Bessarabian) Republic declared itself an autonomous area 
within the Russian state. At the invitation of this government, pro- 
tested by Russia, Romanian troops occupied the territory in January, 
1918. In March of that year the Moldavian Diet, having previously 
declared itself independent, voted for union with Romania. Romanian 
troops continued in occupation and the Russians, busy elsewhere, never 
got around to throwing them out. 

Finally, by a treaty of October 28, 1920, the principal allied powers — 
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Great Britain, France, Italy, and Japan — ^recognized Romania’s right to 
annex Bessarabia. The treaty was indeed a unique document. “It 
authorized the transfer of an entire province from one state to another, 
yet it did not bear the signature of the state whose territory it alienated. 
It provided, moreover, that all questions which might be raised con- 
cerning its details by Russia, the despoiled party, should be submitted 
to the arbitration of the Council of the League of Nations, of which 
Russia was not a member and whose authority it consistently flouted.” 
Expanded Yugoslavia and Romania, through their great territorial ac- 
quisitions, acquired border problems which were to complicate their 
relations with their neighboring states in the years to follow. 

The Minority Treaties 

The idea of inserting certain clauses into treaties for the protection of 
minorities was not new to European diplomacy.^® A long list of prece- 
dents can be cited, especially in connection with guarantees of freedom 
of religion. Such clauses were incorporated in the 1919 treaties largely 
because of a desire to protect the Jews and because of the influence of 
the powerful “Committee of Jewish Delegations.” 

Poland was the logical state with which to negotiate the initial mi- 
nority treaty, on which all others were to be patterned. She was in- 
volved directly in the German problem, which was the primary concern 
of die Peace Conference, and also had one of the largest Jewish popula- 
tions. Poland reluctantly signed the treaty with the allied and asso- 
ciated powers on June 28, 1919. 

The pill was somewhat easier for Poland to swallow because Czecho- 
slovakia, Romania, Yugoslavia, and Greece were also required to sign 
such treaties. Similar provisions were incorporated into the minority 
articles of the Treaties of St. Germain, Trianon, Neuilly, and Lausanne. 
Later a scheme was devised under which, by a declaration on entering 
the League, Albania, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania should recognize 
similar obligations to their minorities. Finland, out of consideration 
for its own historic constitution and practices, was not required to give 
a similar guarantee, but did make a far-reaching declaration to the 
League with respect to the Aland Islands. In 1932, when Iraq was 
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admitted to the League, she made a minorities declaration modelled 
on that of Albania. Thus the minorities states constituted a vertical 
belt across Europe into Asia Minor. 

Although humanitarian motives "were a factor, the great powers were 
clearly more concerned with insuring the tranquillity of the states than 
in providing for the welfare of the minorities. None of the great pow- 
ers was called upon to make any guarantees to its own minorities, which 
greatly irritated the small powers. Germany, it is true, entered into a 
special scheme with Poland in regard to Upper Silesia. Its operation, 
however, was different from that of the regular minority procedure of 
the League of Nations. 

The minority rights guaranteed in the various treaties and declara- 
tions were placed under the protection of the League. A member of 
the Council of the League could request investigations, but this was 
seldom done. The other procedure was to submit petitions to the 
Secretary of the League. He examined the petition and if he found 
that the complaint had substance, it was submitted directly to the state 
concerned. If redress was not obtained, the petition went to the Coun- 
cil, which appointed a committee of three to investigate and attempt to 
work out a solution. These committees were usually able to get the 
respective states to give promises of reform. 

Leaders in many of the minorities states did all they could from the 
first to sabotage these treaties, which had been forced upon them. 
When Russia joined the League in 1934 and received a seat in the Coun- 
cil, the Poles feared that the Russians might exercise their right as coun- 
cil members to bring many minority problems to the direct attention of 
the League. Such action was far more embarrassing than the involved 
system of petitions by the minorities themselves. Consequently the 
Poles denounced the Minority Treaties in. 1934. The fact that the 
treaties did not bring adequate protection to minorities in all cases is 
a reflection rather on the limitations of man than on the provisions of 
the law. 

From the Peace Treaties to the Pact of Locarno 
( ig20-ig2$ ) 

The League of Nations. On January 10, 1920, the League of Nations 
began its official existence.^® It would require a volume to chronicle its 

^ 0 £ the states in Central-Eastern Europe, Greece, Romania, Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, and 
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gary in September, 1922; Germany in September, 1926; Turkey in July, 1932; and Russia in 
September, 1934. 
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work in Central-Eastern Europe, even in the first five years. The 
Financial Committee of the League especially rendered great services 
in the reconstruction of Austria and Hungary, in providing money for 
the refugee settlement in Bulgaria and Greece, and in organizing the 
financial systems of Danzig and Estonia. 

The services of the League in the adjustment of disputes are also 
worth noting. The League settled differences between Sweden and 
Finland over the Aland Islands (1920-21); dealt numero&s times with 
the difficulties of Lithuania and Poland over Vilna ( 1920 and later) ; 
supervised the establishment of the Albanian frontier (1921); ended a 
dispute between Czechoslovakia and Poland over their frontier in the 
Janorzina region (1920) ; drew the boundary in Upper Silesia after the 
plebiscite (1921); settled a serious difficulty between Greece and Italy 
arising out of the murder of an Italian member of the commission 
establishing the Albanian-Greek frontier, whose death Mussolini had 
avenged by bombarding Corfu (1923); supervised the transfer of 
Memel to Lithuania (1924); conciliated Greece and Bulgaria after a 
border clash in 1925; and fixed the boundary between Iraq and Turkey 
in the vital Mosul oil district (1925). Because of British interests in 
this region, the Treaty of Lausanne had not settled the boundary here. 
Now Mosul went to Iraq, which was under mandate to Great Britain.^” 

As members of the League, the states in Central-Eastern Europe 
shared in its general activities as well as those of the International Labor 
Office and the World Court. They supported the League security pro- 
visions, but did not rely on them any more than did the great western 
powers. Always drafting their agreements so as not to violate the 
League Covenant, they developed a network of alliances. These were 
designed to further the participants’ security, which meant specifically 
the maintenance of the peace treaties. 

T he Little 'Entente. One of the first and also one of the most stable 
alliance blocs to emerge in the post-war years was derisively dubbed the 
“Little Entente.” This grouping was brought about by three bilateral 
treaties: one between Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia on August 14, 
1920; another between Czechoslovakia and Romania on April 23, 1921; 
and a third between Romania and Yugoslavia on June 7, 1921. 

The main object of the treaties was to protect the three states against 
an unprovoked attack by Hungary, which meant any attempted revi- 
sion by force of the Trianon Treaty or a restoration of the Habsburgs. 


^ Myers, Denys P., Handbook, of the League of Nations Since xg20 (Boston: World Peace 
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Romania and Yugoslavia in addition mutually pledged themselves to 
aid each other i£ Bulgaria attacked either one. These treaties were 
limited in scope and did not pledge aid if one of the parties was attacked 
by a great power. 

More important than the letter of the obligations was the fact that 
the alliances constituted a bond of friendship between the three states. 
This carried over into foreign policy beyond the sphere of thwarting 
Magyar revisionism. The Little Entente remained primarily a politi- 
cal bloc to die tnd, although attempts were made, especially after 1927, 
to give it an economic foundation through trade cooperation among the 
three states. In 1933, efforts were made to have the Little Entente pow- 
ers speak with one voice at the League of Nations and in European 
councils. Actually such unanimity was seldom in evidence. Each 
country had too many problems of its own in which the others did not 
wish to become involved. 

The Little Entente treaties did not prevent the members of the En- 
tente from negotiating alliances with other states. The treaty of alli- 
ance between Poland and Romania of March 3, 1921, brought into 
being by a common fear of Russia, was popular in both countries. 
Poland might be at cross-purposes with Russia, with Lithuania, with 
Germany, with Czechoslovakia, but she always had one friend — 
Romania. 

'French alliance policy. In pre-war Europe, France had sought Rus- 
sian bayonets to prick Germany’s eastern flank. After the war, French 
fear of Germany remained, but communist ideology, Russian civil war, 
and the Soviet cancellation of Tsarist bonds held by French voters de- 
stroyed Russia’s alliance value in French eyes. Besides, Russia no 
longer bordered on Germany. Consequently the French did their best 
to create a strong Poland, favoring the Polish cause whenever questions 
arose at the Peace Conference. 

Having already negotiated an alliance with Belgium, France ex- 
tended her quest for security to Eastern Europe. She concluded a 
formal alliance with Poland on February 19, 1921. Each signatory 
promised to come to the aid of the other in case of attack by Germany. 
Backing was given to the treaty by a military convention of September, 
1922. Although the Franco-Polish alliance remained in effect right 
down to 1939 and neither power thought seriously of breaking it, there 
were periods when Polish-French relations cooled perceptibly. 

In 1924, France extended her eastern security system by negotiating 
a treaty of alliance with Czechoslovakia. Not only did both countries 
pledge mutual aid against Germany, but they also agreed to oppose 
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German-Austrian Anschluss. Neither Hohenzollerns nor Habsburgs 
were to be permitted to regain their thrones. This alliance treaty was 
definite and far-reaching; Germany now faced united enemies on her 
western and eastern frontier. One weak point, however, was that 
Poland and Czechoslovakia were both bound to France and to Ro- 
mania but could come to no real agreement with each other. In 1921, 
Poland and Czechoslovakia did sign a broad treaty of friendship, but 
it was not ratified and relations between the two countries were never 
friendly. The Poles could not forget Teschen. 

Italian policy. Italy in the 1920’s was still concerned with the main- 
tenance of the peace treaties and as yet had taken few steps to tie up 
with Hungary. Italian-Yugoslav relations were unfriendly because of 
the Italian seizure of Fiume and a host of other boundary difficulties. 
Finally, in January, 1924, Italy and Yugoslavia reached a setdement, 
but it did not bring about friendly relations. France had been able to 
obtain a formal alliance with Czechoslovakia, but the best Mussolini 
could do was a vague treaty of friendship. 

Alliances in the Baltic region. The Baltic states, having achieved 
their independence through their cooperative efforts against Russia, 
quite naturally attempted to form a bloc designed to assure their future 
security. Various conferences were held, but it was soon clear that it 
would be impossible to tie Finland, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and 
Poland together. Finland more and more preferred to orient herself 
with the Scandinavian nations, and Polish-Lithuanian antagonism over 
Vilna precluded any genuine cooperation between them. 

The only real agreement that emerged from all the discussions was a 
treaty of alliance between Estonia and Latvia on November i, 1923, 
whereby each promised the other military aid if attacked. A contem- 
plated customs union in which Lithuania was to be a partner never 
materialized. 

Russia of course was concerned with these negotiations among the 
Baltic States and attempted to take them in hand by calling a Baltic 
disarmament conference in Moscow for December, 1922.^^ The Baltic 
States pressed for non-aggression and arbitration pacts first and dis- 
armament later, while the Russians wanted the procedure reversed. 
The conference failed, but it marked the beginning of Russia’s policy 
of surrounding herself with a vast maze of treaties of friendship, of 
neutrality, of arbitration, of conciliation, or of mutual assistance. 
Clear-cut treaties of alliance were as a rule not a part of Russian policy. 
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although the same objects were sought through agreements bearing a 
more non-committal name. 

Russian-German treaty. Russia was still considered an outsider in 
western European affairs. The Russian famine of 1921, together with 
less altruistic reasons of trade, demanded that something be done to 
restore Russia’s economy. Certain internal economic changes de- 
scribed elsewhere made this seem more feasible. An economic and 
financial conference was called at Genoa, April 10-May 19, 1922. The 
conference itself produced no great results, but the Treaty of Rapallo 
signed by Russia and Germany during this meeting was of great impor- 
tance. It called for the immediate resumption of full diplomatic and 
consular relations, mutual renunciation of claims for war damages and 
indemnities, and the promise of each government to help supply the 
other’s economic needs. Specifically this meant that the German Gov- 
ernment would help to finance the policy of trade expansion which 
German industrialists were eager to undertake. The old fear of a 
Russian-German coalition began to haunt European capitals. In 1923 
Germany was declared in default on reparations payments and France, 
in an effort to force collection, occupied the Ruhr on January ii. 
When Poland offered her aid to France if an armed conflict developed, 
Russia let it be known that Russian forces would invade Poland in 
such an eventuality. The Treaty of Rapallo seemed to be paying divi- 
dends. 

The occupation of the Ruhr hastened the disintegration of the Ger- 
man economy, which was brought to total collapse when inflation 
erased the German financial structure. The German cabinet resigned 
and Gustav Stresemann took charge of German foreign affairs in the 
new government, a post he was to hold, in spite of many cabinet 
changes, until his death in October, 1929. He inaugurated what was 
described as a policy of fulfillment. As ati earnest of his good inten- 
tions, he ended passive resistance in the Ruhr on September 26, 1923. 

This added fuel to the fire being nursed along by a group of German 
nationalists. On November 8-1 1, under the leadership of Hitler and 
Ludendorff, they attempted to seize power in what has since become 
famous as the Beer Hall Putsch. Sentenced to imprisonment. Hitler 
occupied himself by dictating his famous Mein Kampf, a book in which 
he outlined his fateful policy of German expansion into Eastern Europe. 

The Locarno Pact. Stresemann’s policy soon began to show results. 
A new Rentenmar\ gave Germany a sound currency system again. 
The French-dominated separatist states in the Rhineland collapsed and 
on November 18, 1924, France withdrew her troops from the Ruhr. 



INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS (1914-1945) 263 

The Dawes Plan ( 1924) at least made an attempt to straighten out the 
reparations settlement, although it promised no great financial relief. 
Above all, investment capital began to flood into Germany. In April, 
1925, Germany felt that some of her prestige and independence was 
restored when Hindenburg took over the office of President. Strese- 
mann, continuing his policy of western rapprochement, proposed a 
Rhineland Mutual Guarantee Pact. English and French statesmen 
were responsive. Such a pact would not only settle the problem of the 
Rhine, but it might undermine the German-Russian friendship her- 
alded by the distasteful Treaty of Rapallo. The result was the famous 
Locarno Pact of October, 1925. 

By this agreement Germany accepted her western frontier, but re- 
fused to extend the same promise to her eastern borders. The most she 
would do in that connection was to renounce the use of force by sign- 
ing arbitration treaties with Poland and Czechoslovakia. Stresemann 
was no more willing than any other important German statesman to 
accept the eastern frontiers as definitive. In this he unquestionably had 
the support of the overwhelming majority of Germans. Britain and 
Italy each guaranteed to come to the aid of the other if Belgium, France, 
or Germany tried to change their common frontiers by force, but under- 
took no obligations with respect to Eastern Europe. France con- 
tracted new mutual assistance treaties with Poland and Czechoslovakia 
against possible German aggression which extended the obligations 
already undertaken with these countries by previous agreements. 

The Poles protested strongly against the differentiation between the 
Rhine and Vistula frontiers. Russia also was alarmed and felt more 
isolated than ever. But the latter received some consolation in the 
signing of a trade treaty with Germany four days before the actual 
signature of the Locarno Pact. The Russian press christened this the 
“Anti-Locarno Pact.”"^ To show the world that their relations re- 
mained unaffected, Germany and Russia signed a non-aggression 
treaty at Berlin on April 24, 1926, which was considered an extension 
of the Treaty of Rapallo (1922). 

From Locarno to Hitler (192^-19^^) 

More important than the actual, terms of the Locarno Pact was the 
famed “Locarno Spirit” which supposedly began to hover over Europe. 
Tension was reduced. Europe and the world entered upon a fleeting 
moment of prosperity which only made the depths of the subsequent 
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economic depression seem greater. As part of the Locarno settlement, 
Germany was to enter the League. Inability to come to an agreement 
on Council seats in February postponed Germany’s entrance until Sep- 
tember, 1926. Thereafter the German minorities scattered around 
Europe were to have a champion on the League Council. 

The arbitration treaties which were a part of the Locarno Pact and 
the German-Russian treaty were only a few of the many concluded in 
an attempt to create an illusion of confidence in Eastern Europe. In 
part the epidemic of treaties was the result of the abortive Draft Treaty 
of Mutual Assistance, proposed to the League by Lord Robert Cecil in 
1923, and of the Geneva Protocol. The Draft Treaty was designed to 
enforce the general guarantee of the League through the formation of 
regional mutual assistance pacts whose obligations would be limited to 
the same continent as the aggressor states. Limiting liability on con- 
tinental lines was contrary to the organization and interests of the world 
empire of Great Britain, and a newly organized British Government 
under Ramsay MacDonald killed the Draft Treaty, although it had 
the warm support of France and her allies. 

MacDonald then proposed a new scheme, to be known as the “Ge- 
neva Protocol.” Drafted in 1924 by Benes of Czechoslovakia and 
Politis of Greece, the Protocol provided for compulsory arbitration of 
disputes and defined an aggressor as the nation unwilling to submit its 
case to arbitration. The Protocol was meant to stop certain loopholes 
in League procedure which permitted war as an instrument of policy 
when a decision had not been reached through League instrumentali- 
ties. Seventeen countries accepted the Protocol, and then the whole 
thing collapsed. Great Britain, now under a conservative government, 
bowed to strenuous objections from the Dominions, who were afraid of 
becoming too easily involved in economic sanctions and refused to 
approve the Protocol in March, 1925. 

What might have been accomplished by these multilateral agree- 
ments was now left to bilateral treaties. A glance through the Index 
volumes of the League of Nations Treaty Series will indicate how 
numerous these bilateral agreements were. No useful purpose would 
be served in trying to enumerate them here. 

After Locarno, Germany and R.ussia busied themselves chiefly in 
building up their internal strength. France and Italy, however, began 
actively to challenge each other in the 'affairs of Central and Eastern 
Europe. 

Widening of French alliance system. France, having strengthened 
her alliances with Poland and Czechoslovakia by the Locarno agree- 
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ments, sought to establish direct ties with Czechoslovakia’s allies o£ the 
Little Entente. On June 10, 1926, France concluded a treaty of friend- 
ship with Romania. All disputes between the two were to be sub- 
mitted to arbitration. Furthermore they agreed to act together in the 
“event of any modification or attempted modification of the political 
status of the countries of Europe,” or in case either was attacked with- 
out provocation. All action, however, was to be within the framework 
of the League. A year later- a similar treaty was concluded between 
France and Yugoslavia (November ii, 1927). More important per- 
haps than the treaties was the fact that France now extended financial 
and military assistance to these countries.^® 

Italian policy. On the opposite side of the fence were of course the 
defeated powers who wanted to force a revision of the peace treaties. 
Italy, too, gradually began to shift over to this position, for she was far 
from pleased with the way she had been treated at die Peace Confer- 
ence. She never was satisfied with the small bits of territory which 
France and England turned over to her as compensation for their 
seizure of the German colonies. Nor did France and Italy see eye to 
eye on naval disarmament in the Mediterranean. Italy’s relations with 
Yugoslavia never became cordial in spite of several treaties and she par- 
ticularly resented the rapprochement — ^which was often labeled an alli- 
ance — between Paris and Belgrade. In order to parry France’s power 
and to avoid being excluded from the affairs of Central Europe and the 
Balkans, Italy undertook to build up her own bloc of states. 

Mussolini began his alliance system by pushing Italy’s old imperialis- 
tic interests in Albania. An Italian financial group gave aid to King 
Zog in 1925. A pact of friendship in 1926 was followed by a treaty of 
defensive alliance and a loan agreement in 1931. Italy now com- 
pletely dominated Albania. The Albanian Government took Italian 
gold, but this created no love for Italy among the independence-loving 
Albanian people. 

Common antagonism toward Yugoslavia also paved the way for a 
treaty of friendship with Hungary on April 5, 1927. Hungary by 
this treaty began to break through the encirclement of the Little En- 
tente. By tying up with Budapest, Mussolini was willy-nilly forced to 
sponsor the cause of treaty revision and eventually to support German 
policy. Italy concluded a treaty of neutrality, conciliation, and judi- 
cial settlement with Turkey on May 30, 1928. 

^For a list of French loans to Belgium, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Romania, and Yugoslavia, 
see John C. deWilde, “French Financial Policy,” Foreign Policy Reports, VIII (Dec. 7, 1932)? 
236. 
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The frenzy of treaty-making continued with treaties of friendship 
with Ethiopia and Greece in the fall of 1928. Both were really smoke- 
screens. More significant was the treaty of friendship with Austria of 
February 6 , 1930, and the inauguration of a policy of friendliness to- 
ward Bulgaria. With the marriage of King Boris to Princess Giovanna 
on October 25, 1930, Bulgaria was supposed to come into the Italian 
orbit. By these newer alignments, Italy’s older treaties of friendship 
with Czechoslovakia and Romania lost most of their significance, al- 
though they remained technically in force. 

Kellogg-Briand Pact. While France and Italy were busy playing 
power politics by adding the friendship of one state after the other, the 
powers collectively agreed that they would outlaw war. In a solemn 
pact sponsored in 1927-28 by Secretary of State Kellogg of the United 
States and by Briand of France, the signatory states promised to seek 
a settlement of their disputes only by pacific means and renounced war 
as an instrument of national policy. Actually only wars of aggression 
were outlawed. No enforcement machinery was set up, but in subse- 
quent years the pact became a point of departure for protests against 
the action of aggressive states. For example, the United States cited 
it both in respect to Japanese-Chinese and German-Polish difficulties. 

Although at first skeptical about the worth of the Kellogg-Briand 
Pact, Litvinov, Commissar of Foreign Affairs at Moscow, decided it 
would be a good thing to bring the pact mto operation locally without 
waiting for the United States and other powers to ratify it. In Febru- 
ary, 1929, Russia and her neighbors to the west — Estonia, Latvia, Lithu- 
ania, Poland, and Romania — signed the so-called Litvinov Protocol put- 
ting the Kellogg-Briand Pact into effect at once. Its chief significance 
was to advertise Russia’s “non-aggressive” policy. 

T he Balkan conferences. Collective action in the Baltic encouraged 
similar action in the Balkans. Actually an era of better if not yet really 
good feeling had struck this region with a genuine effort on the part of 
most of the governments to settle their minor border disputes amicably. 
Inter-Balkan relations were thus at a post-war peak when the twenty- 
seventh Universal Peace Conference met at Athens on October 6-10, 
1929. Here a committee composed of representatives of all the Balkan 
states was appointed to study the possibility of forming a Balkan Union. 

As a result of its efforts, the first Balkan Conference was held at 
Athens in October, 1930.®“* There were to be annual meetings and the 

^Padelford, Norman J., Peace in the Batmans (New York: Oxford, 1935); Kerner, R. J., 
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main purpose of the conference was to encourage economic, political, 
social, and cultural cooperation. Not content, however, with this gen- 
eral program, the first conference decided to study the possibilities of 
drafting a Balkan pact which would outlaw war. This carried over 
the idea of the Litvinov Protocol to the Balkans. 

Nothing demonstrated more conclusively the inherent weakness of 
the great international agreements, such as the League itself or the 
Kellogg Pact, than the feeling that they had to be strengthened by 
bilateral or regional agreements. The attempt to implement outlawry 
of war in the Balkans by a mutual guarantee of existing frontiers even- 
tually led to disbandment of the Balkan Conferences. Again an insti- 
tution which might have been of great service in laying a foundation 
for peace and friendship was ruined by forcing upon it the problem of 
dealing directly with the abolition of war. 

The position of Austria. France and Italy, of course, watched the 
Balkan Conferences closely. Neither wanted an effective B alk an 
Union which might act independently, nor one which might destroy 
the centers of interest they had established there. Although French 
and Italian blocs had shaped up in Central and Southeastern Europe by 
1930, the region was not yet divided into hostile camps. On the plane 
of high European politics, France and Italy still clung to a policy of 
cooperation, the very core of which was their common interest in the 
prevention of Austrian Anschluss with Germany. Italian policy in this 
regard ran parallel with that of the Little Entente. This policy cannot 
be characterized as Austrophile, for in this period, at least, the over- 
whelming sentiment in Austria was for closer cooperation with 
Germany. 

When Germany and Austria signed the Vienna Protocol on March 
19, 1931, providing for a customs union between the two countries, 
France and the Little Entente protested the loudest, but Italy shared 
their views. The project for the customs union had to be abandoned 
when the Permanent Court of International Justice ruled that it was 
contrary to obligations Austria had assumed in accepting financial 
assistance from the League in 1922. 

Italy sided with Germany, however, in opposing various French 
plans for a Danubian Union which would have tied Austria, Hungary, 
Czechoslovakia, Romania, and Yugoslavia together by a system of pref- 
erential tariffs and mutually favorable quota allotments. Instead of 
attempting any basic solution of the economic paralysis of Austria, the 
powers applied another court-plaster in the shape of a second inter- 
national loan. 
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The economic crisis and Ettropean cooperation. As a result of the 
general depression which hit Europe even before the 1929 crash in the 
United States, there were a whole series of conferences and discussions 
to revive trade. This was no new phenomenon. In the depression 
years immediately after the First World War, there had likewise been 
many attempts to revive trade. The peace treaties had sought to en- 
courage the establishment of preferential customs regimes among the 
Austro-Hungarian succession states. This was one of the chief topics 
discussed by these powers at the conference held at Porto Rosa in Octo- 
ber, 1921. Various protocols ameliorating trading conditions were 
adopted, notably in respect to rolling stock on the railroads, but the 
proposed general tariff union was rejected. Nor did the Genoa Con- 
ference of the following year bring multilateral economic agreements 
into being. Instead, each country was left to negotiate its own trade 
agreements and “the members of the Little Entente in particular pro- 
ceeded to strengthen economic ties with one another.” 

In 1927, and with renewed energy in 1934, the Little Entente powers 
attempted to push this economic collaboration further by establishing 
a central organ of direction. But the effort met with no great success 
because the economies of the three states were basically parallel rather 
than complementary. Peasants everywhere clamored for help and in- 
dustrialists for protection. The same was true in the Baltic region, 
where, in spite of special agreements, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania 
did little trading among themselves. 

In 1930 Poland took the lead in organizing what became known as 
the “Agrarian Bloc,” consistmg of Poland, Czechoslovakia, Romania, 
Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, Hungary, Estonia, and Latvia. From September 
to November no less than five conferences were held at different capi- 
tals to devise a way to combat the agricultural depression. It was de- 
cided to request the industrial countries of western Europe to grant 
these countries preferential tariff treatment for agricultural products. 
This was difficult to do, as such a request ran counter to the most- 
favored-nation clauses of existing trade treaties. The final act of the 
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Second Conference on Concerted Economic Action, held under League 
auspices in November, 1930, recognized such preferences, but with so 
many reservations that the scheme had little practical value. The gen- 
eral program of bringing relief through preferential tariffs continued to 
be discussed at the Stresa Conference of 1932 and at the London Eco- 
nomic Conference of 1933. Unfortunately this widely heralded meet- 
ing was a failure. The Central-Eastern European states were left to 
work out their own foreign trade problems with the western industrial 
states through numerous bilateral trade treaties, many of them contain- 
ing preferential tariff, quota, and currency arrangements. 

As early as 1930, Briand as Foreign Minister of France had advocated 
a Federation of Europe. In his plan, economic problems were subordi- 
nated to political considerations. A Commission of Inquiry on Euro- 
pean Union was set up under League auspices but was unable to make 
much progress, although the discussion brought out the importance of 
the economic problems. The proposal for a German-Austrian customs 
union in 1931 roused the French to make another proposal intended to 
solve the economic problems of Central-Eastern Europe. In 1932, 
Premier Tardieu announced a plan for a Danubian Federation which 
was to be welded together by preferential reciprocal tariffs between 
Austria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania, and Yugoslavia. Not all 
these states themselves would agree to it, nor was the plan supported 
by Germany, Italy, or Great Britain. The general impression was that 
the scheme was secredy designed to extend French control over Central 
Europe. 

Although Tardieu’s hopes of creating a political Danubian Federa- 
tion on an economic foundation were dashed, other economic agree- 
ments were negotiated. The Rome Protocols of 1934, which will be 
referred to later, were based on the idea of increasing Italian-Austrian- 
Hungarian mutual trade. The Balkan states also attempted to give 
substance to newly developed friendships by pushing economic collabo- 
ration as part of their program of Balkan Conferences (1930-1933). 
At the 1933 conference a “Draft of a Regional Economic Understand- 
ing,” designed to increase intra-Balkan trade was adopted. The results 
were not significant because political obstacles stood in the way. 

Reparations. Just as in the case of Germany, the reparations de- 
mands upon Austria, Hungary, and Bulgaria were gradually revised 
downward as a result of the depression years. Austria was freed en- 
tirely of reparations obligations, and Hungarian and Bulgarian pay- 
ments were reduced by approximately one-third. A settlement was 
also reached of the long dispute over compensation for property of 
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those citizens who had elected Hungarian nationality. This had 
been a particularly disturbing factor in Hungarian-Romanian relations. 
Obligations of Poland, Czechoslovakia, Romania, and Yugoslavia, aris- 
ing from their assumption of part of the state debt of the old Dual 
Monarchy, from their acquisition of former state property, and from 
so-called liberation loans which had been advanced to them by the 
Allies, were also scaled down. Payments which were still to be made 
under these Hague agreements were stopped under the general mora- 
torium of 1931.^“ 

The settlement of these financial problems somewhat eased the politi- 
cal differences between the various states and was a factor in obliterat- 
ing the old division of Europe into debtor and creditor nations. It 
therefore constituted in itself a major victory for the doctrine of revi- 
sionism. 

Disarmament. The allies had disarmed the defeated states in 1919, 
which was to be the first step in a general disarmament program. In 
December, 1925, the Council of the League set up a Preparatory Com- 
mission to prepare the agenda for a disarmament conference. This 
conference did not meet until 1932 to discuss a draft proposal finally 
worked out by the Commission. Although the conference struggled 
on until 1934, it achieved no concrete results. Haunted by the specter 
of insecurity, in which fear of the spread of communism played a major 
role, the victorious powers would not disarm to the level of the defeated 
states, nor were they willing to permit the defeated states to build up 
to anything like parity. 

In October, 1933, Hitler followed the example first set by the German 
Government under Von Papen in September, 1932, and withdrew the 
German delegation from the conference for the second time. Hitler 
emphasized his action by withdrawing from the League of Nations as 
well. He pushed the rearmament of Germany boldly and there was 
no one who dared to stop him. A new period had begun in European 
history. 

Hitler in Europe (1933-1939) 

When Hitler became Chancellor of Germany on January 30, 1933, he 
not only became the leader of Germany but he also seized the initiative 
in European affairs. It would, of course, be inaccurate to say that all 
events in European history were the result of his policies, yet his peri- 

^For a compact sketch of the history of reparations and debt payments in Central Europe, 
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odic bold strokes can well serve as milestones to mark the course of 
international affairs in these years. 

Fearful that the victory of National Socialism in Germany would 
soon lead to a concerted demand for treaty revision, the powers of the 
Little Entente concluded a pact of reorganization on February 16, 1933. 
Under it they established a permanent council, consisting of the three 
foreign ministers, and a permanent secretariat. The council was to 
present a common front in foreign affairs and closer economic coopera- 
tion within the Entente was foreseen. 

France was pleased by this new agreement, but it was roundly de- 
nounced in Germany, Hungary, and Italy. Mussolini proposed a new 
peace formula whereby Great Britain, France, Germany, and Italy 
would conclude a Four Power Pact for cooperation in the solution of 
European problems. The small powers, left out in the cold, were seized 
with fear that they would be sacrificed to the cause of revisionism. 
Poland was especially disturbed by the proposal and joined with the 
Little Entente to bring pressure on France to sabotage Mussolmi’s plan. 
Eventually an emasculated Four Power Pact was signed on June 15, 
1933, but as it never was ratified it remains only another landmark m 
a long series of futile projects to manage European affairs through the 
peaceful cooperation of the great powers. 

France meanwhile turned her attention to cultivating good relations 
with Russia. On November 29, 1932, a Franco-Russian non-aggression 
pact was signed. It was ratified by the French Chamber of Deputies 
on February 15, 1933, fifteen days after Hitler came to power. This 
was followed by trade negotiations which were formulated into an 
agreement on January ii, 1934. 

While Germany was giving the world a case of jitters in 1933, Russia 
ostentatiously displayed her peaceful intentions by signing a whole series 
of “definition-of-aggression” pacts with Poland, Estonia, Latvia, Lithu- 
ania, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Romania, Turkey, Persia, and 
Afghanistan. 

When Hitler withdrew from the League of Nations and the Dis- 
armament Conference on October 14, 1933, his action was approved 
by a large majority of the German electorate in a synthetic plebiscite. 
The withdrawal was of course accompanied by many professions of 
peaceful intent as well as demands for equality. He next engineered a 
major coup by concluding a ten-year non-aggression pact with Poland 
on January 26, 1934. 

Polish-German treaty. For years Poland and Germany had been 
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wrangling over their mutual frontiers, over the free city of Danzig, 
over the treatment of minorities, and over tariff questions.^' To put an 
end to all this and inaugurate a policy of friendship was indeed an 
accomplishment. By doing so, Germany at one and the same time 
obtained a buffer against Russia, cast doubts on the French alliance 
system, and gained a respite to tackle the more immediate obectives of 
German policy. Poland made an express reservation that her previous 
obligations to the League, to France, and to Romania should not be 
impaired by the new agreement. Nevertheless the pact gave evidence 
of Poland’s independent position and perhaps even elevated her a bit 
toward the status of a great power. 

In effect, France was warned not to become too friendly with Russia, 
although Poland herself immediately tried to reassure Soviet leaders by 
renewing the non-aggression pact which was not due to expire until 
1935. Poland felt that her earlier hope of creating a group of powers 
hostile to both Russia and Germany was no longer feasible. It was 
therefore necessary to tie up more closely with one or the other. Pil- 
sudski chose Germany in 1934, not because he loved her more, but be- 
cause he feared and hated her less. 

The Balkan Pact. If the French had lost some face in Poland, they 
made up for it in the Balkans. The effort to come to some agreement 
to outlaw war and guarantee existing frontiers led to the conclusion of 
the Balkan Pact (February 9, 1934) which gave the coup de grace to 
the Balkan Conference. In the Balkan Pact, Turkey, Greece, Yugo- 
slavia, and Romania mutually guaranteed their existing frontiers. Al- 
though drawn in general terms, the agreement was actually directed 
against Bulgaria. In a secret protocol, Turkey and Greece made a 
reservation that the obligations they assumed did not extend to involve- 
ment in a war with a major power. The pact was definitely anti- 
revisionist, and thus fitted in with French ideas. It was hailed in some 
quarters as an extension of the Little Entente, since Romania and 
Yugoslavia were members of both groups. 

The Baltic Entente. A weak point in the French wall around Ger- 
many was still the Baltic, but plans were also developed here. Having 
consulted with Russia and obtained the approval of Great Britain, 
Barthou of France proposed an Eastern Locarno in the early days of 
July, 1934. Poland, Russia, Germany, Czechoslovakia, Finland, Latvia, 
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Estonia and Lithuania were to sign a mutual assistance pact which 
would be guaranteed by France. 

The inclusion of Czechoslovakia, a member of the Little Entente, 
brought the Baltic powers into Danubian politics. It was not until 
September 8, 1934, that Hitler announced his refusal. He was willing 
to negotiate bilateral agreements, but refused to assume multilateral 
obligations. Poland also was cool to the pact, nor did she favor Rus- 
sia’s admission to the League, which was being sponsored by France. 
With Russia on the Council, Poland feared that her White Russian and 
Ruthenian minorities would have an all-too-willing spokesman. In- 
stead of a grandiose Eastern Locarno as envisaged by Barthou, a far 
more modest Baltic Entente between Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania 
was signed on September 12, 1934. Their ten-year “Treaty of Good 
Understanding and Cooperation” called for biennial conferences and 
greater unity on matters of foreign policy. 

The Rome Protocols. Italy countered the extension of French in- 
fluence in Central and Southeastern Europe by the Rome Protocols of 
March 17, 1934. Chancellor Dollfuss of Austria, with Mussolini’s 
special blessing, had made war on social democracy and established his 
dictatorship in February. He and Premier Goemboes of Hungary 
now journeyed to the Italian capital, where a political and economic 
agreement was signed. The three countries were to pursue a common 
policy and to take steps to increase their mutual trade. Mussolini spoke 
of obtaining justice for Hungary, which was enough to evoke loud pro- 
tests from the Little Entente. Benes announced that an Italian solu- 
tion of the Austrian problem could not be permitted and called for an 
international guarantee of Austrian independence. 

Nazi Austrian Putsch. Hitler now believed that the time was ripe 
to back a Nazi revolution in Austria. Chancellor Dollfuss was mur- 
dered on July 25, 1934, but the Putsch failed. The Austrian Nazis were 
not as yet a match for the supporters of the Dollfuss dictatorship and 
Hitler did not dare to risk open intervention. Mussolini had mobilized 
some divisions and sent them to the Brenner, an action welcomed by 
France and the Little Entente. The World War victors spoke in uni- 
son for the last time. The “future of Austria” was not a solid keystone 
for their coalition. 

French policy. For a time it seemed that the French security system 
was riding high. France now had anti-revisionist ties, directly or in- 
directly, with Poland, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Romania, Turkey, 
and Greece. Great Britain was friendly, Italy was still hostile to 
Anschluss, and relations with Russia had improved. 
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Such a group of friends, however, was really too diverse to make a 
sound structure. When France tried to top off her whole eastern 
security system by negotiating a firm Russian alliance, the base began 
to crumble. Poland and Romania definitely wanted protection against 
Russia, and Yugoslavia, influenced more than any other state by emigre 
Russian mentality, had not even recog’nized the Soviet Union diplo- 
matically. Groups within France as well as in England looked askance 
at closer ties with the Soviets.'® 

In an effort to reassure Yugoslavia of France’s friendship in spite of 
more intimate ties between Paris, Rome, and Moscow, Barthou ar- 
ranged for King Alexander to make a state visit to France. Unfortu- 
nately, when the king landed in Marseilles on October 9, 1934, both he 
and Barthou were assassinated by members of a Balkan terrorist or- 
ganization. There were intimations that the Italian Government was 
implicated, but no one pushed the matter. Yugoslav wrath was di- 
rected against Flungary, which at times had harbored the terrorists. 

French-Italian friendship was confirmed on January 7, 1935, when the 
two reached an agreement about African affairs. Mussolini at least 
thought he was assuring himself a free hand in Ethiopia. He prom- 
ised in return to cooperate with France in the event of a new threat to 
Austrian independence. The new friendship between Italy and France 
met with warm support in Great Britain and even among the powers 
of the Little Entente. Hungary felt herself forsaken and turned to 
Germany for aid and comfort. 

German rearmament. Having won a tremendous vote of confidence 
in capturing the Saar Plebiscite in January, 1935, Hitler pressed on. 
Equality of armament had always been a German demand. Failure 
of the disarmament conference had led to new armament programs in 
all countries. On March 16, 1935 — the very day that the French 
Chamber of Deputies voted for extension of the period of military 
service to two years — Hitler announced the reintroduction of com- 
pulsory military service in Germany. A week earlier he had an- 
nounced the creation of an air force. Both actions represented uni- 
lateral denunciations of the disarmament clauses of the Treaty of 
Versailles. 

The powers protested, France and Italy more sharply than Great 
Britain. England sent Sir John Simon to Berlin for a conference, while 
Anthony Eden hastened to Warsaw and Moscow in an effort to revive 
the defunct Eastern Locarno Plan. At Warsaw he found the Poles un- 
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willing to undertake what would be regarded as an anti-German move 
without positive assurance that Britain would guarantee the status quo 
in Eastern Europe against Germany.^® Britain was eager to do this in 
1939, but rebuffed the suggestion in 1935. 

To meet the new situation, Great Britain, France, and Italy conferred 
at Stresa in April. Here they reaffirmed their determination to uphold 
the independence of Austria and to press for condemnation of Gcrr 
many’s action by the League. But a more direct answer to Germany 
was the signing of the Franco-Russian mutual assistance pact of May 
2. This was followed by a similar pact between Russia and Czecho- 
slovakia on May 16. The latter, however, contained one very sig- 
nificant reservation, that the pledge of mutual assistance would become 
effective only if the victim of aggression received aid from France. 
Neither Russia nor Czechoslovakia was bound to aid the other until 
France acted. These treaties were soon followed by military conversa- 
tions for the coordination of defense plans. 

While France worked against Hitler, Great Britain negotiated a naval 
agreement with him (June 18, 1935). It was clear that the Germans 
would have arms and the British thought it realistic to tie the Germans 
to a promise not to exceed 35 per cent of the total British tonnage. 
Such a fleet could not successfully challenge the British, but it could 
control the Baltic Sea. Britain was not opposed to that. Fear of com- 
munism and hostility to Russian policy in China influenced the British 
attitude. The agreement caused consternation in the capitals of 
Europe. It particularly hindered the development of close Anglo- 
French-Russian relations, for which the French had hoped to lay the 
foundation in their treaty with the Soviet Union. 

Italian attac\ on Ethiopia. Meanwhile German rearmament in- 
creased the alliance value of Italy to France. Mussolini decided to 
choose this advantageous moment to invade Ethiopia. The League, to 
which Ethiopia appealed, endorsed a policy of economic sanctions 
against Italy. All the states of Central and Eastern Europe except 
Albania, Austria, and Hungary participated in these sanctions. The 
rupture of trade relations with Italy hit some of the countries very hard, 
especially Yugoslavia. It added to economic distress in Central-Eastern 
Europe and offered an opportunity to Germany to pick up new markets. 

The enforcement of economic sanctions led to a great wave of 
Italian indignation against France and England, considered responsi- 
ble for the policy. French and British statesmen saw the possibility of 
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counting on Italy to help check Germany vanishing. In the eyes of 
many rightist politicians in both countries, friendship with Italy was 
worth much more than an independent Ethiopia, a strong League, or 
an alliance with Russia. France and England soon did their best to 
appease Italy while trying to save face with the League. 

Reoccupation of the Rhineland. Italian occupation of Ethiopia and 
die weak-kneed enforcement of sanctions indicated the difficulty of 
formulating a united European policy. Hitler seized the opportunity 
to put over his boldest stroke to date — military reoccupation of the 
Rhineland (March 7, 1936). 

It seemed that France must act then or never if the peace treaties were 
not to be torn to shreds. France protested but refused to meet the 
challenge by sending her armies into the Rhinelsftid. This has often 
been described as a great mistake. Perhaps it was, but the issue did 
not then seem a good one on which to risk a European war. After all, 
the Rhineland was part of Germany and it was hardly reasonable to 
expect that Germany in the long run would have an army in only part 
of her territory. Many hold that a real threat of force would have 
caused Hitler to draw back his armies. At the time Hitler was prob- 
ably not ready for war, but in the light of subsequent history the theory 
that Hitler’s moves were one big bluff after another is hardly tenable. 
However, the fact that France did nothing more than protest had a 
deleterious effect on her friendships in eastern Europe. Some states- 
men in this section began to form the opinion that it would be safer to 
make a deal with Hitler than to rely on French support against Hitler. 

Rome-Berlin Axis, The Spanish Civil War, which broke out on 
July 17, 1936, ranged Italy on the side of Nazi Germany against the 
Russians, who supported the Republican forces in Spain. Both England 
and France remained aloof, partly from a desire to retain Italian friend- 
ship. Nevertlieless the foundation was laid for the Rome-Berlin Axis 
at Berchtesgaden on October 25-27, 1936. Here Italy and Germany 
promised mutual cooperation in foreign policy, especially in the matter 
of “saving European civilization from the grave dangers of commu- 
nism.” Germany recognized the Italian conquest of Ethiopia. Most 
important of all, Italy apparently withdrew her objections to the 
Anschluss between Austria and Germany. Henceforth Europe was 
supposed to revolve around this Central European-Mediterranean axis. 

Germany further countered the Franco-Russian alliance by negoti- 
ating a pact with Japan. Taking advantage of the distinction which 
Soviet officials themselves always insisted on making between the Rus- 
sian Government and the directing body of the Communist Party 
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(Comintern), this agreement was labeled the Anti-Comintern Pact. 
Officially therefore, it was not directed against Russia but only against 
the spread of communism. 

German trade expansion. As die Spanish war dragged through 1937, 
Hitler not only continued to rebuild the German army, but also further 
expanded the basis for a wartime economy. Germany was to be made 
as self-sufficient as possible: first, by developing die German economy 
itself; second, by establishing trade relations with neighboring states 
that would not be subject to sea blockade in case of war. Grossraum- 
wirtschaft was what the Germans called this idea of a regional econ- 
omy centered in Berlin. 

These were years of severe agricultural depression and the countries 
of Southeastern Europe, unable to sell their products elsewhere, had 
little alternative but to increase their trade with Germany. Germany 
was willing to pay high prices. Most of the transactions were on a bar- 
ter basis and were transacted through clearing agreements involving 
mutually managed currencies. It is true that Germany held the upper 
hand in these transactions, but the allegation that the Germans were 
getting valuable products and giving only harmonicas and tooth- 
brushes in exchange is absurd. The peoples of the Balkans are no 
fools, particularly when it comes to trading. 

As was to be expected, trade connections were often made contingent 
on political concessions, friendships, and understandings. Even if this 
had not been the case, the very existence of the trade would have given 
Germany new standing in these countries. France and the United 
States had agricultural surpluses of their own, and Great Britain was 
pledged under the Ottawa agreements to buy most of her agricultural 
imports from the Dominions. 

Alarmed by the trend of events, Delbos, the French Foreign Minister, 
made a tour of the capitals of Poland, Romania, Yugoslavia, and Czech- 
oslovakia in December, 1937. His reception was correct enough every- 
where, but only in Prague did he feel real warmth and an anxiety to 
maintain intimate ties of alliance. He discovered also that the inde- 
pendence of Austria had lost significance as an issue in European diplo- 
macy. 

German seizure of Austria. After the unsuccessful Putsch in 1934, 
Hitler’s policy toward Austria had been circumspect on the surface, but 
the Austrian Nazi Party had been gradually developed into a strong 
organization. On July ii, 1936, Hitler had negotiated a treaty of 
friendship with Schuschnigg, who had taken over the dictatorship in 
Austria after the assassination of DoUfuss. 
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In line with this treaty, Schuschnigg was persuaded to go to Berchtes- 
gaden for a conference in February, 1938. Hitler made far-reaching 
demands. After yielding, Schuschnigg decided to strengthen his posi- 
tion by calling for a national plebiscite on the question of independence 
for Austria. It was a spectacular stroke and the issue was formulated in 
such a way that the Nazis were almost certain to get a black eye out of 
the whole a£aii'. Hitler’s answer was to demand cancellation of the 
plebiscite, Schuschnigg’s resignation, and appointment of a Nazi Aus- 
trian Government by President Miklas. By the evening oLMarch ii, 
1938, Austrian Nazis were in control of the government at Vienna. In 
the early morning hours of March 12, German troops crossed the 
frontier and quickly occupied the country. 

Britain and France were upset, but did nothing. Czechoslovakia, 
greatly alarmed, limited herself to stating that she would defend her- 
self if attacked. The treaties of the Little Entente did not bind Ro- 
mania and Yugoslavia to aid Czechoslovakia against Germany, and 
they were not disposed to go to war to preserve Austrian independence. 

Meanwhile Poland despatched an ultimatum to the Lithuanian Gov- 
ernment demanding immediate opening of their common frontier and 
establishment of diplomatic and consular relations. With Polish forces 
mobilized on the border, the Lithuanians had no choice but to give in 
and end their tacit eighteen-year conflict with the “despoilers of Vilna.” 
The Hitlerian technique of conducting foreign affairs was spreading! 

German-Czech crisis. Whether Hitler really intended to force a 
solution of the German minority problem in Czechoslovakia at the end 
of March, 1938, is uncertain. He probably was only feeling out the 
ground. In any event the Czech Government mobilized 400,000 men 
and nothing happened. But the minority strife in Czechoslovakia con- 
tinued. It was enhanced by Nazi policy, but it was not conjured up by 
the Nazis. This minority question had a long historical background.®® 
Democratic Czechoslovakia had no more solved its minority probl em-! 
than dictatorial Poland or Romania. 

At the Nazi Party Congress in Niirnberg on September 12, 1938, 
Hitler demanded that the Sudeten Germans be given the right of self- 
determination. Disorders broke out in Czechoslovakia and martial law 
was proclaimed. A series of conferences took place between Prime 
Minister Chamberlain of Great Britain and Hitler, and between 

Wiskemann, Elizabeth, Czechs and Germans. A Study of the Struggle in the Historic 
Provinces of Bohemia and Moravia (London: Oxford, 1938); Thomson, S. Harrison, Czecho- 
slovakia in European History (Princeton: University Press, 1943), Chs. VI-IX; Falk, Karl, 
‘‘Strife in Czechoslovakia: The German Minority Question,” Foreign Policy Reports, XIV (March 
15, 1938). 
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Premier Daladier of France and Chamberlain. The Czech Govern- 
ment did not readily accept British and French advice to yield. Fur- 
ther conferences followed while tension grew with Hitler’s increasing 
demands. The Czech Government ordered complete mobilization, the 
French Government partial mobilization, and the British issued a 
forthright statement that an unprovoked attack upon Czechoslovakia 
would mean a general war.®^ 

At the last moment, like the climax of a movie thriller, Mussolini 
arranged for a conference of Hitler, Chamberlain, Daladier, and him- 
self at Munich. Czechoslovakia’s interests were sacrificed to appease 
Hitler. It was four-power diplomacy, for Russia was completely ig- 
nored throughout this crisis. The peoples of Europe breathed more 
easily and in most countries there was heartfelt thanks that they had 
been spared the horrors of war. 

Czechoslovak statesmen were present in Munich but did not partici- 
pate in the negotiations. The decisions were handed to them with the 
clear understanding that they had better be accepted. Under the 
terms of the Munich agreement, the predominantly German-Sudeten 
sections of Bohemia (according to the Austrian census of 1910) were 
to be transferred to Germany by October 10. An international com- 
mission was to settle the question of disputed areas. Its decisions 
ultimately proved favorable to Germany. France and England under- 
took to guarantee the new frontiers of Czechoslovakia against unpro- 
voked aggression. Italy and Germany agreed to do the same as soon 
as Polish and Hungarian claims were settled. Germany acquired about 
10,000 square miles of territory with a population of 3,500,000, of whom 
about 700,000 were Czechs. 

When Hitler took Austria the Poles had cleared accounts with Lithu- 
ania. This time they laid claim to the long disputed Teschen area and 
the small districts of Spis and Orava in Slovakia. All three of these 
territories had been partitioned to the advantage of Czechoslovakia in 
1920. The Prague government had to accept what amounted to an 
ultimatum, and Poland acquired an area of about 400 square miles and 
a population of about 240,000. Scarcely 100,000 of these were Poles in 

1939- 

Hungary also demanded territories in Slovakia and Ruthenia. She 
was finally awarded about 4,800 square miles along the southern bound- 
ary of these provinces. German and Italian statesmen, meeting at 
Vienna on November 2, 1938, worked out the final boundary lines. 

®^The French were very skeptical of this declaration. See Alexander Werth, The Twilight of 
France ig3S-ig4o (New York: Harpers, 1942), pp. 243-245. 
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The Germans saw to it tliat Poland and Hungary did not have a com- 
mon frontier, much to the disgust of Warsaw. The Poles feared that 
an autonomous Carpatho-Ukraine (Ruthenia) might put ideas into 
the heads of their own obstreperous Ruthenian minority. The largest 
national group in the territory acquired by Hungary was Magyar, but 
there was a large minority made up of various nationalities. 

As a result of these settlements, Czechoslovakia lost about 29 per 
cent of its territory and 34 per cent of its population. It had given up 
important manufacturing centers and its great fortification system di- 
rected against Germany. In a forecast of similar demands to be made 
on Poland, Germany obtained from Czechoslovakia on November 20, 
1938, the right to build an extraterritorial German highway across 
Moravia to Vienna and a canal connecting the Oder and Danube rivers. 

German-Polish relations. Before the details of the Munich agree- 
ment had all been settled. Foreign Minister Ribbentrop proposed a gen- 
eral settlement of issues between Poland and Germany. Danzig was 
to be reunited with Germany, but Poland was to be guaranteed railway 
and economic facilities there. Poland was also to permit the building 
of an extraterritorial motor road and railway line across the Polish Cor- 
ridor (Pomorze). The German-Polish agreement of 1934 was to be 
extended for twenty-five years. Ribbentrop further sketched the pos- 
sibility of future cooperation between Poland and Germany in colonial 
affairs, the emigration of Jews from Poland, and a joint policy toward 
Russia on the basis of the Anti-Comintern Pact. 

This German offer was immediately refused with the warning that 
any attempt to incorporate Danzig into the Reich must lead to a con- 
flict. The refusal was driven home by the sudden renewal of the 
Polish-Russian Pact on November 26. Poland did suggest the possi- 
bility of replacing the League of Nations guarantee of the independence 
of Danzig by a bilateral Polish-German Agreement. 

Ribbentrop’s program was discussed again when Foreign Minister 
Beck visited Hitler on January 5, 1939, and for a third time when the 
German foreign minister visited Poland at the end of that month. At 
this later meeting “Beck categorically rejected von Ribbentrop 's postu- 
late as to the extraterritoriality of a motor road across Pomorze.” ^ 
Seizure of Prague. How much the failure to reach a settlement with 
Poland influenced Hider to seize Prague on March 15, 1939, and put an 
end to the remnants of Czechoslovakian independence is not known. 
Certainly this act did much to strengthen his military position vis-a-vis 
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the Polish state. Bohemia-Moravia now became a protectorate of the 
Reich, Slovakia an “independent” state under German protection, and 
the Carpatho-Ukraine (after one day of independence) was occupied 
by Hungary. Hungary also obtained a further bit of territory from 
Slovakia at this time. 

Hitler followed through by demanding the return of Memel from 
the Lithuanian Government. On March 22, 1939, the two states 
signed an agreement. Lithuania in future had to be content with a 
free zone at Memel. To assure the friendly development of relations 
between their respective states, the two signatories rather ironically 
agreed not to use force in their mutual relations.®^ 

On March 21 Ribbentrop, for a fourth time, inaugurated discussions 
in regard to a Danzig-Corridor settlement. He stressed the point that 
Germany had just demonstrated her good will toward Poland by per- 
mitting the establishment of a common Polish-Hungarian frontier. 
That same day the British ambassador at Warsaw proposed that Poland 
join with the French, British, and Soviet Governraents in a declaration 
that when any action constituted a threat to the political independence 
of any European state they would “consult together as to what steps 
should be taken to offer joint resistance to any such action.” 

Not liking a multilateral agreement when it included Russia, Polish 
Foreign Minister Beck countered on March 23 with the suggestion 
that it would be more expedient for Great Britain and Poland to enter 
into a bilateral agreement. Two days later he gave the same refusal to 
the German proposal that he had given in October and January. 

The seizure of Prague had disillusioned Chamberlain and brought a 
complete reversal of British policy. Up to that time the British Gov- 
ernment had always been chary about incurring written obligations, 
especially in Central and Eastern Europe. What Britain had refused 
to do for centuries, Chamberlain now could not do fast enough. Un- 
able to wait for negotiations, he had his ambassador on March 30 
“ask the Polish Government whether they had any objection to a Brit- 
ish Government guarantee to meet any action which clearly threatened 
Polish independence, and which the Polish Government accordingly 
considered it vital to resist with their national forces.?” The Polish 
Government naturally did not object to such a generous offer and on 
March 31 Chamberlain made his famous declaration in the House of 
Commons. 


^Estonia and Latvia also signed non-aggression pacts witk Hitler on June 7, 1939. 
^Polish Documents, No. 65. 

No. 68. 
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Events now moved swiftly. France supported the British declara- 
tion on Poland. Beck paid a visit to London, and on April 6 it was 
announced that Poland assumed the same obligation to aid Great Brit- 
ain as Great Britain had assumed toward Poland. A formal mutual 
assistance treaty would follow. It was not actually signed until Au- 
gust 25, 1939. 

Repercussions in Eastern Europe. Mussolini now decided it was time 
to enter the limelight and Italian troops occupied Albania on April 7. 
King Zog fled to Greece with his retinue, and King Victor Emmanuel 
III of Italy added the title “King of Albania” to an already impressive 
list. Four days later Hungary, whose appetite had only been whetted 
by its recent territorial acquisitions, withdrew from the League of 
Nations. 

France and Great Britain, in a frantic effort to stop further territorial 
changes, guaranteed on April 13 the independence of Romania and 
Greece. Negotiations were at once initiated with Russia and Turkey 
to convince them that these guarantees were not directed against them 
and to win their support. An Anglo-Turkish mutual assistance accord 
was signed on May 12, and a similar French-Turkish agreement on 
June 23, by which Turkey acquired some land in Syria. In its per- 
manent form the Anglo-Turkish alliance treaty of October 19, 1939, 
had an important reservation which exempted Turkey from action in- 
volving her in war with the U.S.S.R. France and England began at 
once to back up their guarantees to these eastern European states by 
extending them large credits for the purchase of war materials and by 
negotiating new commercial agreements with them.®® 

The tortuous negotiations between Britain, France, and Russia were 
unsuccessful. The lack of attention paid to Russia during the Munich 
crisis had not strengthened Franco-Russian ties or increased Russian 
confidence in democratic protestations against fascism. Now the guar- 
antees to Poland and Romania, cotmtries with which Russia had a score 
to settle, did not help matters. This was above all true when Poland 
made it clear that she was not anxious for assistance which involved! 
the use of Russian troops on Polish soil. The U.S.S.R. apparently also 
wanted support for contemplated mutual assistance pacts with the Bal- 
tic states. Great Britain and France hesitated to approve these since 
they feared, quite rightly, that they would mean the end of the inde- 
pendence of these small nations. But it was the successful conclusion 
of Russo-German negotiations which were being carried on at the same 

“Dean, Vera Micheles, “Europe’s Diplomatic Tug of War,” Foreign Policy Reports, XV 
(July 15, 1939), p. 107. 
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time (August, 1939) that sent the English and French delegations 
scurrying home from Moscow. 

On April 28, 1939, Hitler got around to answering Poland’s repeated 
refusal to accept Germany’s proposals. He publicly demanded the 
same things which Ribbentrop had secretly proposed to the Polish am- 
bassador on October 25, 1938: (i) return of Danzig to the Reich, (2) 
Polish trade rights to be guaranteed, (3) German extraterritorial motor 
road and railway across the Corridor, and (4) a twenty-five year non- 
aggression pact between the two states. He berated Great Britain’s 
new guarantee to Poland as an attempt to encircle the Reich with ene- 
mies and denounced the German-Polish Pact of 1934, as well as the 
German-British Naval Agreement of 1935. 

Germany’s ties with Italy were strengthened when the Axis agree- 
ment of 1936 was converted into a formal alliance on May 22, 1939. 
Each party pledged unrestricted military support in case of “one of 
them becoming involved in warlike complications with another 
power.” In a secret clause of the agreement, Italy apparently stipulated 
that she needed three years to recover from the Ethiopian and Spanish 
Wars. Should war break out before then, she would not automatically 
be bound to give aid to Germany.®^ 

Within Germany, notably in army circles, there was always a group 
who favored a pro-Russian policy. To meet the new diplomatic situa- 
tion in Europe, these advisers urged Hitler to reverse his bitter anti- 
communist attitude. It was apparently with great hesitancy and real 
reluctance that Hitler gave in. 

The negotiations were made easier when Molotov replaced Litvinov 
as Russian Commissar of Foreign Affairs on May 3. Rumors spread, 
but the world was not prepared for the shock it received when a far- 
reaching German-Russian trade accord was signed on August 19, to 
be followed by a German-Russian non-aggression pact on August 23. 
The two signatories undertook to refrain from any act of aggression 
against each other for a period of ten years, to consult on matters of 
common interest, and to adjust any conflict that might arise between 
them. There were additional secret understandings along general lines 
as to how things were to shape up in Eastern Europe. 


Hitler at this time apparently acceded to the Duce’s wish that the Italo-German frontier 
be purified by the repatriation of Germans in South Tyrol. Actually the formal agreement 
was not signed until October 21, 1939. It has never been carried out completely and many of 
the German Tyrolese still remain in their old homes. See Eugene M. Kulischcr, The Dis- 
placement of Population in Europe (Montreal: International Labour Ofiice, 1943), pp. 17-19; 
‘The Exchange of Minorities and Transfers of Population in Europe Since 1919,^* Bulletin of 
International News, XXI (August 19, 1944), 658-661. 
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German attac\ on Poland. Britain continued to back Poland and on 
August 25 signed the definitive mutual assistance pact with that coun- 
try. Hitler, protected by his non-aggression pact with Russia, pushed 
on to settle the dispute with Poland. Disorders, alleged and real, broke 
out in Danzig and Poland- and were given much publicity in the Ger- 
man press. 

Hitler served notice that his patience was at an end. Unless Poland 
agreed to negotiate on the basis of his demands, events would have to 
take their course. The British and French ambassadors attempted to 
mediate. As a last concession, Germany demanded that a Polish rep- 
resentative with full powers be sent to Berlin to negotiate by the evening 
of August 30. Knowing what had happened when Chancellor 
Schuschnigg of Austria went to Berchtesgaden in February, 1938, and 
when President Hacha of Czechoslovakia went to Berlin in March, 
1939, the Polish statesmen were determined not to enter such a 
conference. 

Hider had now increased his demands. As before, Danzig was to 
be returned to Germany. Now, however, a plebiscite was to be held 
in the Corridor in which persons domiciled in that area on January i, 
1918, or born there before that date could vote. Whichever country 
was defeated in the plebiscite should be entitled to extra-territorial high- 
way and railway communications, the Germans with Danzig and East 
Prussia, the Poles with Gdynia, which was in any case to remain a 
Polish city. 

The different official document collections, when placed side-by-side, 
give a pretty clear picture of the last minute efforts to stave off the war. 
Ever since October, Hider had been trying by negotiation to obtain 
Danzig and some sort of solution of the Corridor problem. Now as 
then the Poles were determined not to meet his demands. England 
and France did not feel, after their experience with the Munich agree- 
ment, that they could urge Poland to give in. They favored thrashing 
the whole thing out at a conference which would probably not have 
met for several weeks. Yet there is no indication that either Germany 
or Poland would have modified its position. 

Hitler was determined to end once and for all this most detested of 
all the territorial settlements made by the Treaty of Versailles. The 
Poles felt equally strongly that to give in 'on Danzig and the Corridor 
would mean the end of their independence. The German and Polish 
armies were mobilized. Fall rains might ruin for the Germans the 
still untested Blitzkrieg of air and tarxk power. On September i, 1939, 
the German armies marched. 
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In his speech before the Reichstag that same day, Hitler reiterated his 
demands and added: “I am determined to fight either until the present 
Polish Government is disposed to effect this change or until another 
Polish Government is prepared to do so.” Would the Polish Govern- 
ment yield ? Mussolini attempted to. arrange a last-minute con- 

ference. An immediate armistice was to leave the armies where they 
then stood. A conference to be called within two or three days would 
decide the issues of the conflict. Hitler agreed to consider the proposi- 
tion. England and France expressed favorable views but demanded, as 
an essential condition for the conference, that Germany evacuate any 
Polish territories that had been occupied. Mussolini knew that this 
condition would not be acceptable and gave up the effort at conciliation. 

At Warsaw, the government did not for one minute weaken in its 
determination to fight it out. Messages were sent to Britain and France 
urging them to give their promised support. On September 3, England 
led off by declaring war against Germany, to be followed some hours 
later by France. Italy declared at once that she would take no military 
action, a position she was entitled to take according to the secret reser- 
vation of the Italian-German alliance. Hitler publicly approved of this 
position, since Germany felt capable of dealing with Poland alone and 
Italian neutrality might aid in localizing the conflict. After the fall of 
Mussolini, however. Hitler denounced the group of Italians who had 
made it impossible for Mussolini to enter the war in 1939. 

The Second World War 

From the Invasion of Poland to the Fall of France 

The Russian role. As the German army surged ahead, Russian mo- 
bilization quickened and on the morning of September 17 the Red 
army crossed the Polish frontier. The olEcial Russian position was 
that the Polish State and Government had ceased to exist and that the 
Russian armies were coming to aid their brother Ukrainians and White 
Russians. This of course was pure fiction, as the Polish Government 
was still on Polish soil, directing a fighting Polish army. 

The Russian forces soon met the advancing Germans, and it was clear 
that a definite boundary line would have to be drawn. Ribbentrop 
flew to Moscow and there on September 28 the final German-Russian 
partition of Poland was arranged.®® Germany surrendered most of 
Lithuania to Russia, but the eastern boundary of Poland was pushed 

^For an analysis of the Russo-German agreements of August and September, see David J, 
Dallin, Somet Rmsia's Foreign Policy igs9'^94^ (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1942 ). 
PP- 55'^3- 
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somewhat farther east than had been foreseen in the August 23 agree- 
ment. Even so, Russia obtained more territory than the famous Cur- 
zon demarcation line of 1920 had proposed. In all, Russia received 
75,500 square miles, with a populaton ©f about 7,000,000 Ruthenians, 
3,000,000 White Russians, 1,000,000 Poles, and 1,000,000 Jews. On 
October 22, staged elections were held and by overwhelming majori- 
ties the people approved incorporation into the White Russian and 
Ukrainian Republics of the U.S.S.R. 

Russia also undertook to establish her long-planned spheres of influ- 
ence along the Baltic. Russian forces were moved up to the frontiers 
of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, and their respective governments 
were asked to negotiate a mutual assistance pact. Estonia signed on the 
dotted line September 28, Latvia on October 5, and Lithuania on 
October 10. 

In each case Russia obtained the right to establish air and naval bases 
and to maintain certain garrisons. Russia promised not to interfere 
with the governments of the respective states or to attempt any propa- 
ganda. Expansion of trade relations was foreseen. The Lithuanians 
were consoled by the return of Vilna to their administration. All in 
all, if these agreements had been kept, the Baltic states would have 
maintained an adequate degree of independence. 

The Finns were determined that they would grant Russia no bases, 
nor would they sign a mutual assistance pact. The Russians wanted 
two things above all : first, a naval base on the Hankd Peninsula which 
would enable them to dominate the Gulf of Finland ; second, expansion 
of Russia’s frontier in the Karelian Isthmus. The Finns refused the 
former absolutely, but they expressed their willingness to withdraw 
their frontier in the vicinity of Leningrad for about thirteen miles. 
This by no means met the Russian desire for the territory up to and 
beyond the strong Mannerheim line of fortifications. 

The Scandinavian states and also the United States sent messages to 
Moscow expressing their hope that Russia would not molest Finnish 
independence. A series of unsuccessful negotiations followed. On 
November 26, 1939, Russia charged Finland with a serious frontier vio- 
lation. On November 29 Russia withdrew her minister from Hel- 
sinki and began to bomb the city. 

It was nothing new to begin hostilities without declaring war, but 
Russia now presented the world with a strange situation. The Soviet 
authorities immediately recognized a new Finnish People’s Govern- 
ment under the leadership of Otto Kuusinen. This quisling regime 
requested military assistance from Russia, and on December 2 a 
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mutual assistance pact, similar to that concluded by Russia with the 
three smaller Baltic states, was signed. 

In the eyes of the Soviet authorities they were not at war with Fin- 
land. For this reason they permitted no foreign diplomats to take over 
the protection of Finnish interests at Moscow. This was also the reason 
why Russia refused to participate in the session of the League of Na- 
tions which was called on an appeal from Finland. The League rec- 
ommended that all members should give what aid they could to Fin- 
land and gave force to their condemnation of Russia by expelling her 
from membership. Other nations resigned, but Russia was the only 
country ever to be expelled from the League. 

World opinion was definitely against Russia. President Roosevelt 
took the lead in the United States m castigating Soviet authorities, 
words which sound strange when read in conjunction with the words 
of praise showered upon Stalin during the second Finnish-Russian 
War. A “moral embargo” was placed on the shipment of airplanes to 
Russia, to be followed within the next few weeks by a long list of other 
forbidden articles. 

While withstanding the onslaught of the Russian forces, the Finns 
never stopped trying to re-establish relations with the Russian Govern- 
ment. The “Blitz” victory expected in Moscow did not materialize, 
and it was necessary to take far more extensive military measures than 
had been planned. Germany and Sweden were largely responsible for 
restoring contact between the legitimate Finnish Government and the 
Soviets at the end of January, 1940. 

An additional complication appeared when Great Britain and France 
offered to send troops to aid the Finns. They proposed to land in 
Norway and cross through Sweden to Finland. Both of these coun- 
tries were opposed to this procedure and that was the primary reason 
why Finland did not apply to the Allies for help. Yet the chances of 
armed aid to the Finns increased steadily during the end of February 
and the first days of March. This fact, along with Stalin’s desire to 
straighten out his position in the Balkans, influenced him to make 
peace on March 12, 1940. 

He obtained even better territorial terms from the Finns than he had 
demanded in October. Finland was forced to surrender the entire 
Karelian Isthmus with its important city of Viipuri, various islands in 
the Gulf of Finland, and a strip of land along the western shore of Lake 
Ladoga, so that henceforth this body of water was entirely surrounded 
by Russia. The Hankd Peninsula was leased to Russia as a naval base 
for thirty years at an annual rental of 8,000,000 Finnish marks. Fin- 
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land undertook to build certain connecting railways to Sweden that the 
Russians desired and accepted various other stipulations. The one 
thing she escaped was the signature of a mutual assistance pact. 

Germany’s eastern policy. Having come to an agreement with Rus- 
sia, Germany incorporated directly into the Reich those territories 
which Poland had taken from Germany in 1919, but with considerable 
additions. The rest of what had been Poland was labeled the Govern- 
ment General of Poland. It was of course under German domination. 

No doubt realizing what was in store for the Baltic states, Hitler, on 
October 15 and 30, 1939, signed protocols with Estonia and Latvia ar- 
ranging for a voluntary “return” of die Baltic Germans to the Reich. 
Similar agreements were later negotiated with Lithuania and with 
Russia in regard to' Germans resident in the part of Poland annexed by 
Russia. Most of these repatriated Baltic Germans were settled in the 
territory which Germany had annexed from Poland, and from which 
the Poles were removed in one fashion or another.®** 

On April 9, 1940 the invasion of Denmark and Norway was 
launched. This was followed on May 10 by the invasion of Luxem- 
burg, Belgium, and the Netherlands. The campaign culminated 
within two months in the fall of France. Italy had entered the war on 
June 10, just in time to be considered in the armistice negotiations 
with France which were concluded on June 22. The unexpectedly 
rapid success of German arms had deep repercussions in Eastern and 
Central Europe. 

From the Fall of France to the Invasion of Russia 

Russian policy. In spite of repeated assurances to Romania during 
the previous six months that her territorial integrity would be respected, 
Russia preseiited an ultimatum on June 26, 1940, demanding Romanian 
evacuation of Bessarabia and northern Bukovina within four days. 
The latter territory had never been in Russia’s possession, but a large 
percentage of its population was, Ruthenian and it was strategically 
important because of its position between the recendy acquired Polish 
territories and Bessarabia. The Romanians could do nothing but give' 
in. The defeat in the west had made the French guarantee valueless, 
and no help was to be expected from Britain. Henceforth Romania 
sought refuge with the Axis. 

Stalin now decided it was high time to exact his full demands on the 

®®Kulischer, Displacement of Population, Ch. I; “The Exchange o£ Minorities and Transfers 
of Population in Europe Since 1919/’ Bulletin of International News, XXI (August 19, 1944), 
pp. 661-^63; Helmreich, E. C., “The Return of the Baltic Germans,” American Political Science 
Repiew, XXXVI (August, 1942), pp. 711-716, 
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Baltic states. On June 15, 1940, Lithuania was presented with an ulti- 
matum in which she was charged on rather slim grounds with viola- 
tion of the mutual assistance pact of October, 1939. The right to station 
a larger number of troops within the country and the formation of a 
pro-Russian government was demanded. Similar demands were made 
on Latvia and Estonia on June 16, and by the evening of the next day 
Russian troops had occupied all three states. 

Russia made no such far-reaching demands on Finland, but Finnish- 
Russian relations were far from cordial. There were numerous differ- 
ences over the peace treaty. Russia sponsored a Society for Peace and 
Friendship between Finland and Russia, but Finnish police broke up 
its organized demonstrations. Finland had to accept Russian demands 
that she enter into no defensive agreements with Sweden and Norway, 
that Russian troops could be transported on Finnish railways to the 
Hankd Peninsula, and that the Aland Islands be demilitarized. Fin- 
land, however, was able to stall off Russia’s attempts to gain control of 
the nickel mines in the Petsamo region. Germany loomed more and 
more as Finland’s sole “protector” against complete annihilation by 
Russia. 

The Axis and Danubian problems. After the Russian annexation of 
Bessarabia and part of the Bukovina, Hungary actively pushed her 
claims on Romania. The last thing Hitler and Mussolini wanted was 
war in the Balkans, because it would cut off very vital supplies. They 
also felt it was high time to call a halt to Russian expansion. To stabi- 
lize the whole region, Ribbentrop and Ciano met at Vienna and 
worked out a setdement. 

Under the terms of this Vienna Award of August 30, Romania was 
to cede approximately the northern half of Transylvania to Hungary, 
about 16,000 square miles with a population of two and one half mil- 
lions. More than a milhon of these were Romanian and provision was 
made for them to ask for Romanian citizenship. Germany and Italy 
undertook to guarantee the new boundaries of Romania imcondition- 
ally, although rectification in favor of Bulgaria was expected. “By this 
guarantee,” the Romanian foreign minister explained in a broadcast, 
“we tie ourselves indissolubly to the Axis powers. Henceforth our poli- 
tics will not know any other policy than the policy of the Axis, in which 
we place all our hopes.”*® German troops soon occupied strategic 
points within Romarda to give substance to this guarantee. 

“Rumania and the War,’" Bulletin of Intemationd News, XXI (January 8, I944)> 7; see 
also “The Dismemberment of Rumania,” Bulletin of International News, XVII (September 7, 
1940), 1145-1148; Mosely, Philip E., “Transylvania Partitioned,’* Foreign A§airs, XIX 

(October 1940), 236-244, 
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The Soviet authorities had at different times supported Bulgaria’s 
claims to the southern Dobrudja. But it was actually because of Ger- 
man and Italian pressure that Romania on August 9 turned back to 
Bulgaria the territories obtained from her in 1913. Ethnographically, 
southern Dobrudja is largely Bulgarian and provision was made for 
some exchange of the remaining population. 

The Pact of Berlin. On September 27, 1940, Germany, Italy, and 
Japan concluded the “Pact of Berlin”, in which each assumed the 
obligation to help the others in die event of “being attacked by a power 
at present not involved in the European War or in the Chinese-] apanese 
conflict.” This treaty was obviously aimed at the United States, and 
from that moment on, one of the objectives of American diplomacy 
was to get Japan to denounce it. 

In order to quiet Russian fears. Article V specifically stated that the 
treaty did “not in any way affect the political status which exists at 
present as between each of the three contracting parties and Soviet Rus- 
sia.” Molotov’s visit to Berlin, November 12-15, ^940) meant to 
show the world that Russian-German collaboration had not been im- 
paired. Yet it seems clear from what information we have that, al- 
though practically all European problems were discussed, no mutual 
agreement was reached on any of them. Everywhere in Eastern Eu- 
rope, Russia and Germany were colliding. 

Hardly had Molotov left than King Boris of Bulgaria arrived in 
Berlin for a conference. No far-reaching commitments were made at 
the time, but collaboration paved the way for the infiltration of German 
technicians and “tourists” into Bulgaria. It was only in March, 1941, 
that Bulgaria joined the Pact of Berlin and German troops were openly 
permitted to enter Bulgaria. 

In November, 1940, Hider had already succeeded in gaining the 
adherence of Hungary, Romania, and Slovakia to the Pact of Berlin. 
Only Yugoslavia hesitated. Germany made an outright offer to Bel- 
grade in March of 1941. The Axis powers would not request the right 
to march or transport troops over Yugoslav territory, but they did de- 
mand cooperation in the transport of supplies. In return Yugoslavia 
was to receive the province of Salonica and thus get an outlet on the 
Aegean. The government of Regent Paul signed the Pact of Berlin on 
March 22. 

This act aroused a storm of opposition, especially in Serbian circles. 
A coup d’etat followed, resulting in a new government under young 
King Peter. Great Britain, the United States, and Russia all welcomed 



INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS (1914-1945) 291 

this change. Churchill was endeavoring to create a Yugoslav-Greek- 
Turkish bloc. Roosevelt offered lend-lease aid and Russia cere- 
moniously signed a non-aggression pact with the new government. 
Friendly relations were mutually pledged should either be attacked by 
a third power and Russia also promised to deliver certain military 
equipment. 

Hitler s Balkan campaign. On April 6, 1941, Hitler struck at Yugo- 
slavia and Greece, and five days later Hungary joined in the attack. 
Within eleven days the Yugoslav campaign was officially ended, al- 
though Germany by no means controlled all of the mountainous ter- 
rain to which many patriots retreated. 

Yugoslavia was then partitioned.^^ Bulgaria took over Macedonia 
as far north as Skoplje. The Italian puppet Kingdom of Albania was 
enlarged by adding some districts around Lake Scutari and the plain 
of Kossovo. Italy herself seized the valuable harbor of Cattaro, many 
islands along the coast, most of Dalmatia, and the part of Slovenia 
lying mostly south of the Save River. Germany annexed the rest of 
Slovenia. Hungary took the triangle of territory between the Drave 
and Tiza Rivers. The rich Banat and various other territories were 
occupied by Germany. An “independent” Kingdom of Croatia was 
established under the leadership of Pavelic, a protege of Italy whose 
name is associated with the assassination of King Alexander and Bar- 
thou at Marseilles in 1934. Croatia eventually chose an Italian prince 
as king, but he was never crowned. Rump Montenegrin and Serbian 
states, both smaller than in 1912, were placed under Italian and German 
occupation, respectively. 

By the end of April the Greek War was over, except for the conquest 
of Crete and various other islands in the Aegean. British aid had been 
too little and too late. Greece was occupied mosdy by Italian forces, 
although Germans held key positions. Western Thrace was occupied 
by the Bulgarians, who formally annexed it in October, 1941. 

Russia did not relish being crowded out of the Balkans. On April 
II, at the height of the Axis Balkan campaign, Russia signed a non- 
aggression pact with Japan, a pact which in many ways gave Japan the 
same green light that Hider had obtained by his pact with Russia of 
August, 1939. Stalin attempted to negotiate with the Turkish Govern- 
ment, but here again German military successes paved the way for 
diplomatic gains. On June 18, a treaty of friendship— which fol- 

Division o£ Spoils in Yugoslavia,” Bulletin of International News, XVIII (December 
27, 1941), 2008-2010. 
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lowed several trade agreements — was signed by Turkey and Germany. 
From Hitler’s standpoint, this amounted to insurance of Turkish neu- 
trality if war broke out with Russia. 

The Invasion of Russia 

Expansion of hostilities. While maintaining a fapade of friendship, 
both Russia and Germany concentrated troops along their frontiers. 
On June 22, 1941, the Germans attacked. Hitler was back at his old 
stand and summoned the nations of the world to a crusade against com- 
munism. Italy, Romania, and Slovakia declared war tlie same day. 
Russia claimed that German forces stationed in Finland had attacked 
her and retaliated by bombing Finnish cities. This led to a Finnish 
declaration of war on June 25. Hungary followed suit the next day, 
and Albania the day after.'*^ 

On July 12, 1941, just twenty days after the German attack, an Anglo- 
Russian alliance was concluded. It was a short document in which 
each party pledged assistance to the other in the prosecution of the war 
and promised not to make peace without consulting the other. The 
United States also immediately adopted a friendly attitude and made 
provisions for extending material aid to the new champion “in the fight 
against aggressors.” Russian funds in the United States, which had 
been frozen only ten days before, were freed by President Roosevelt on 
June 23. The German armies surged ahead. The Baltic states, east- 
ern Poland, Bukovina, and Bessarabia were overrun and German 
armies moved deep into Russian territory. 

On July 30, 1941, Russia concluded a treaty with the Polish 
government-in-exile, the very government which Moscow had declared 
non-existent on September 17, 1939. The Soviet-German treaties of 
1939, involving territorial changes in Poland, were considered to have 
lost their validity. A Polish army was to be organized on Russian soil 
and the two signatories pledged each other “aid and support of all kinds 
in the present war against Hitlerite Germany.” This was confirmed 
and strengthened by a Russian-Polish Declaration on December 4, 

Policy of the United States. President Roosevelt meanwhile began 
to intervene more actively than ever in the war. Roosevelt and Church- 
ill, after a dramatic conference at sea, issued the Adantic Charter on 
August 14. It was supposedly a blueprint for the freedom of the 

^Dallin, Soviet Russians Foreign Policy, pp. 378-379, 385-388. 

^^For text o£ the agreements, see Vera Micheles Dean, “European Agreements for Post-War 
Reconstruction,” Foreign Policy Reports, XVIII (March 15, 1942), pp. 9-10. 
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world. This was followed the next day by a joint letter to Stalin sug- 
gesting a conference on mutual aid, which met in due course at Mos- 
cow on September 29. On November 12, Finland rejected the Ameri- 
can request for cessation of hostilities with Russia. Great Britain, in 
order to show her complete solidarity with Russia, declared war on 
Finland, Hungary, and Romania on December 6, 1941. The next day 
the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor, and the United States progressed 
from passive to active participation in the war. In accordance with 
their alliance agreement with Japan, Germany and Italy declared war 
on the United States on December ii. Hungary, Romania, and 
Bulgaria took the same step two days later. 

A joint United Nations declaration was signed by twenty-six states on 
January i, 1942. This document realfirmed the principles of the At- 
lantic Charter, although Russia made significant reservations.'*'* In 
the round robin of declarations it should be noted that Russia remained 
at peace with Japan, likewise Bulgaria with Russia, and the United 
States with Finland. 

Plans for future federations. On January 15, 1942, the Greek and 
Yugoslav governments-in-exile announced their agreement on plans 
for a Balkan Union, which it was hoped the other Balkan states would 
eventually join. A nucleus for a similar Central European Union was 
set forth on January 23, 1942, in an agreement outlining a future Con- 
federation of Poland and Czechoslovakia. Soviet leaders frowned 
upon these plans, for they opposed all combinations among the states 
along their borders that did not originate in Moscow. 

Turning of the Tide 

Axis defeats. Axis armies in 1942 swept all the way to the Volga 
and to the borders of Egypt; but the surrender of the German armies at 
Stalingrad in January, 1943, and the North African campaigns of that 
winter and spring set the tide of batde flowing in the opposite direction. 
A succession of military defeats forced Mussolini from office. The 
King of Italy and Marshal Badoglio signed an armistice on September 
8, 1943. Many of the Italian troops which were garrisoning the 
Balkans also accepted the armistice. At times they skirmished with 
tlie Germans who moved in to take over. The disorganization result- 
ing from Italy’s surrender aided the mounting activity of the under- 

Russia and Postwar Europe, pp. 135-143. Churchill in subsequent speeches has 
also revealed limitations in the Charterj for example, that it floes not apply to India or the 
British Empire, nor to the defeated states, nor docs it forbid a system of imperial preference 
tariff rates. 
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ground forces operating in the Balkans which are discussed elsewhere 
in this volume. 

Great power conferences. The year 1943 was marked by important 
conferences between leaders of the most powerful of the United Na- 
tions. Two of them were most significant for Central-Eastern Europe: 
the Moscow conference of the foreign secretaries of Russia (Molotov), 
Britain (Eden), and the United States (Hull), on October 19-30; and 
the Teheran conference of Stalin, Churchill, and Roosevelt on Novem- 
ber 28-December I. 

At the first of these it was decided to set up a European Advisory 
Commission to study various questions and make joint recommenda- 
tions to the various governments. The only specific declaration of pol- 
icy made publicly was the determination of the three governments to 
restore Austrian independence. The Austrians were reminded that “in 
the final settlement, account will be taken of efforts that Austria may • 
make toward its own liberation.” 

The second conference made no public announcement of policy in 
Eastern Europe, but it seems probable that some decisions were reached 
along general lines about future boundaries. On their return from 
Teheran, Churchill and Roosevelt interviewed Turkish statesmen, 
whom they found still unwilling to enter the war. 

Problems of Central-Pastern Europe 

Russian-Polish relations. The most perplexing and difficult bound- 
ary problem was that of Poland. The agreement to organize a Polish 
army on Russian soil had not worked well and most of the Polish forces 
were eventually evacuated to the Middle East. Many of the Polish 
officers known to have been in Russian prison camps could not be 
located. When the Polish government-in-exile became too insistent in 
its inquiries about these men, Stalin broke off diplomatic relations on 
April 26, 1943. 

Moscow immediately threw its support to a newly organized “Union 
of Polish Patriots.” Great Britain and the United States attempted 
discreetly to restore relations between the Polish government-in-exile 
and the Moscow authorities. Czech leaders were also alarmed by the 
rift, and, since they had determined to hitch their wagon to the Red 
Star of Russia, they broke off the negotiations which they had been 
conducting with the Poles. Soon the Czech-Polish Confederation Pact 
of January, 1942, was a dead letter. On December 12, 1943, “an agree- 

^Dean, Vera Micheles, “From Casablanca to Teheran — ^with Texts of Documents,” Foreign 
Policy Reports, XIX (February 15, 1944). 
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merit of friendship, mutual assistance, and post-war cooperation” was 
signed between the U.S.S.R. and Czechoslovakia. This treaty, along 
with the Soviet pledge of the previous February to restore the pre- 
Munich frontiers of Czechoslovakia, definitely placed Czechoslovakia 
within the Russian orbit. The Poles were invited to adhere to this 
agreement, but refused to do so. 

Russia consistently maintained that her frontiers of June, 1941, which 
included parts of Finland, all of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, pre- 
war Poland east of the German-Russian demarcation line of 1939, Bes- 
sarabia, and part of Bukovina, were not to be questioned. It was, there- 
fore, a concession on her part when it was announced on January 11, 
1944, that Russia would accept a new Polish frontier corresponding to 
the Curzon line of 1920. This constituted a small sacrifice of territory. 

The Polish government-in-exile, located in London, was not disposed 
to accept this settlement, especially since there was a question as to who 
should control the new Polish state. On July 23, 1944, a Russian- 
supported “Polish Committee of National Liberation” was formed to 
take over the government of Poland. The Union of Polish Patriots was 
merged with this new government, which took its seat at Lublin. 
Great Britain and the United States, which still recognized the Polish 
government-in-exile, renewed their efforts to bring about a Polish- 
Russian reconciliation. It was not, however, so much a matter of 
boundaries as of control which made agreement difficult. In spite of 
repeated conversations and changes of personnel in the London Polish 
government, no accord could be reached between it and the Russian- 
sponsored group. In the summer of 1945, after five years of war and 
the final defeat of Germany, the Polish question was still far from 
settled. 

Finland. After the Russians had been driven out of former Finnish 
territory, the second Finnish-Russian conflict remained more or less 
static until 1944, when the Russians again began to advance. Several 
attempts were made by the United States to get Finland to withdraw 
from the war. Serious peace negotiations failed in the spring of 1944. 
Dissatisfied with continued Finnish-German cooperation, the United 
States broke off diplomatic relations with Finland on June 30. Finally, 
on September 4, the Finns laid down their arms. 

Under the formal armistice agreement, Finland had to withdraw to 
the 1940 frontiers and in addition had to surrender Petsamo and the 
valuable nickel mines in the north. Instead of a naval base at Hanko, 
the Russians this time acquired a fifty-year lease on the Porkhala Penin- 
sula, only eight miles from Helsinki. Finland was forced to pay in 
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goods an indemnity of $300,000,000 within six years. Relatively this 
was a heavier demand for reparations than was made on any country 
after the First World War. The Germans were given until September 
15 to withdraw what troops they had left in Finland, and the Finns 
assumed the obligation of removing those who remained after that date. 
This led to armed clashes between the two former allies. 

'Romania. The pronounced deterioration of Germany’s military po- 
sition during the summer of 1944 — ^marked by the great Russian offen- 
sives, the Allied capmre of Rome, and the invasion of Normandy on 
June 6 — led to German political reverses in the Balkans. On August 
2, Turkey severed diplomatic relations with Berlin. On August 23, 
King Michael of Romania announced the removal of Marshal Ion 
Antonescu as premier and the acceptance of armistice terms offered by 
the Soviet Union, Great Britain, and the United States. 

The formal armistice signed later gave Russia her 1940 frontiers and 
a $300,000,000 payment to be made in goods within six months. Other 
provisions enabled Russia to obtain a stranglehold on the Romanian 
economy, at least for the duration of the war. In return, Romania was 
promised the restoration of the major part of Transylvania. Romania 
now pressed an attack agaiast her former allies — Germany and Hun- 
gary. 

Bulgaria. Bulgarian statesmen, seeing the handwriting on the wall, 
did their best to extricate themselves from the war. Officials were sent 
to Cairo to negotiate with United States and British officials. These 
negotiations were knocked into a cocked hat when Russia suddenly 
declared war on Bulgaria on September 5, 1944. The Bulgarians im- 
mediately requested an armistice, but it was not accorded until four 
days later after Bulgaria had declared war against Germany. The Rus- 
sians occupied most of Bulgaria in their efforts to cut off the Germans 
in the south of the Balkan peninsula. 

The formal armistice between Bulgaria and the Soviet Union, the 
United Kingdom, and the United States was subsequendy signed at 
Moscow on October 28, 1944. Bulgaria agreed to evacuate all former 
Greek and Yugoslav territory (but not the Dobrudja, which had been 
acquired from Romania) and to lend her aid in every way against the 
Germans. Unlike the Finnish and Romanian armistices, no definite 
reparation payments were set, although provision was made for pay- 
ment of damages to be determined later. War criminals were to be 
tried — an imdertaking which the new Bulgarian Government carried 
out with gusto. Although an AUied Control Commission was estab- 
lished at Sofia, Bulgarian affairs were dominated by the Russians. 
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Within a few months, representatives of official United States agencies 
were expelled from Bulgaria, no American reporters were permitted 
in the country, and representatives of the State Department were virtu- 
ally restricted to the confines of Sofia. 

Greece. Even before the collapse of Bulgaria, the Germans had be- 
gun their withdrawal from Greece, although they left garrisons on 
Crete and other Aegean islands. During August a Greek Government 
of National Unity under Premier Papandreou had been laboriously 
patched together from various Greek political factions. Great Britain 
acted as sponsor and supported the government when it returned to 
Greece on October i8, 1944. 

Attempts to disarm the various Partisan bands and to bring them 
under the authority of the established government led to civil war. 
The E.L.A.S., the armed forces of the communist-dominated E.A.M. 
organization, threatened to seize power. On December 5, armed con- 
flict broke out between these Greek insurgents and the British forces of 
occupation. In spite of severe criticism from large sections of world 
opinion. Prime Minister Churchill persisted in his policy of breaking 
the armed power of the E.L.A.S. It was clearly established that Greece 
was to be in the British sphere of influence, at least until the Greeks 
could express their will at a free election to be held as soon as conditions 
warranted. On February 13, 1945, an agreement was reached between 
the Greek Government and the opposing factions. Partisan bands 
were to surrender their arms and a general political amnesty was of- 
fered — except for collaborators with the Axis. 

Hungary. The rapid advance of the Russian armies led Admiral 
Horthy to issue a public appeal for an armistice on October 15, 1944. 
Thereupon Ferenc Szalasi, head of the fascist Cross Arrow organiza- 
tion, ousted Horthy and established a new government bent on further 
military cooperation with Germany. Not many Hungarians supported 
the new regime. By December, the Russian armies were besieging 
Budapest and a Provisional National Assembly was “elected” in the 
areas under Russian control. This assembly met at Debreczen and es- 
tablished a Provisional National Government with General Bela Miklos 
as premier. It was this government which signed an armistice agree- 
ment with Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United States at 
Moscow on January 20, 1945. 

The Hungarians renounced all territory they had taken since 1937, 
agreed to cooperate against the Germans, and accepted an obligation to 
pay $300,000,000 in reparations within a period of six years. The armi- 
stice of course did not affect the supporters of the Szalasi regime and 



298 INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS (1914-1945) 

some Hungarian troops continued to fight side-by-side with the Ger- 
mans. Budapest was defended from house to house and it was not 
until February 13 that the Russians could announce the total occupation 
of the city. The Red army was then free to push its drive toward 
Vienna. 

Although an Allied Control Commission was supposed to supervise 
Hungarian afiairs under the armistice terms, Stalin turned over north- 
ern Transylvania to Romania on March 12, 1945. This was done to 
bolster the Romanian Government of Premier Peter Groza, which had 
just been placed in office by Soviet manipulation. 

Y ugoslavia. On September 28, 1944, Moscow announced that an 
agreement had been reached with Marshal Tito for the Russian army 
to enter Yugoslavia. Belgrade was occupied by October 20. In the 
struggle for the liberation of Yugoslavia, Marshal Tito daus definitely 
won out over General Draga Mikhailovitch, leader of a rival guerrilla 
faction. 

The Yugoslav government-in-exile had to come to terms with Tito. 
On November i, 1944, Tito and Dr. Subasitch, head of King Peter’s 
government in London, reached an agreement. A democratic fed- 
erated Yugoslavia was to be established. Until it was possible to deter- 
mine by plebiscite whether or not King Peter should return, the royal 
power was to be exercised by a regency council named by the king. 
Peter threatened to balk at this arrangement, particularly when some of 
his appointments to the regency council were vetoed by Marshal Tito. 
Timely advice from both London and Washington, however, caused 
the king to yield in February, 1945. The Tito-Subasitch government 
was definitely under the leadership of the former, but the strength of 
his popular support is hard to gauge. 

Czechoslovakia. The advance of the Russian armies freed first sub- 
Carpathian Ruthenia and then sections of Slovakia from German con- 
trol. In March, 1945, the Czech government-in-exile under Benes left 
London and established its headquarters at Kosice after a lengthy stop 
in Moscow. Prague and most of Bohemia and Moravia were not lib- 
erated until die final German surrender in May. 

International conferences. From August 21 to September 28, 1944, 
delegations from the Soviet Union, Great Britain, and the United States 
met at Dumbarton Oaks, near Washington, D. C., to draw up a tenta- 
tive charter for a future World Organization. In discussions lasting 
from September 29 to October 7, China’s adherence to the proposals 
was elicited. Russia did not participate in this second session because 
of her desire to remain aloof from any possible involvement in the Far 
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Eastern War. Various matters remained unsettled at this conference, 
notably the question of how voting powers should be exercised. 

These points were part of the agenda at the conference of Stalin, 
Churchill, and Roosevelt, held at Yalta in the Crimea (February 4-12, 
1945). The oflEcial communique indicated that military plans for the 
final defeat and occupation of Germany were reviewed. Progress was 
made on various points in connection with the Dumbarton Oaks pro- 
posals and it was agreed that a conference should be called at San 
Francisco on April 25, 1945 to continue work on this plan. 

At Russia’s insistence only those nations which had declared war on 
the Axis by March i, 1945, were to be invited to this conference and 
entitled to become charter members of the new World Organization. 
A rash of war declarations soon followed in consequence. Only 
two need be mentioned here. On February 23, Turkey announced 
her declaration of war to be effective March i. Finland declared on 
March i that she had considered herself at war with Germany ever 
since she had begun, in accordance with the armistice terms, to drive 
German troops from Finnish soil on September 15, 1944. Every coun- 
try of Central-Eastern Europe, with the exception of Austria and Al- 
bania, which had no recognized governments, was then at war with 
Germany. 

At Yalta, lip service was again paid to the Atlantic Charter. Po- 
land’s eastern frontier was to be essentially the Curzon line, and she 
was promised very substantial additions from East Prussia and German 
territory extending to the Oder River. The three conferees agreed that 
the base of the Lublin Polish government should be broadened and a 
representative democratic government established. This was to be the 
prelude to the holding of “free and unfettered elections as soon as possi- 
ble on the basis of universal suffrage and the. secret ballot ... all demo- 
cratic and anti-Nazi parties . . . [having] the right to take part and to 
put forward candidates.” It is not surprising, considering the different 
conceptions of what democracy means in Moscow, London, and Wash- 
ington, that the Russian Foreign Minister and the British and Ameri- 
can ambassadors at Moscow, who were to superintend the reorganiza- 
tion of the Lublin government, made slow progress. Meanwhile the 
Polish government-in-exile denounced the Yalta Agreement and re- 
fused to disappear from the scene. The Polish problem, original cause 
of the Second World War, was still far from setded when Germany 
surrendered. May 8, 1945. 

Of the Central-Eastern European countries, only Russia, Czechoslo- 
vakia, Yugoslavia, Greece, and Turkey were represented at the San 
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Francisco Conference when it met on April 25, 1945. Finland, Hun- 
gary, Romania, and Bulgaria were barred as former enemies of the 
United Nations. Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia had been swallowed 
by Russia. Albania had no government, and the provisional coalition 
A-ustrian regime, set up by Russia in April without consulting the 
western Allies, was not recognized by Britain and the United States. 

Russian Foreign Commissar Molotov put up a hard fight at San Fran- 
cisco for the admission of the Moscow-sponsored Polish provisional 
government, but the United States and Britain were adamant in their 
refusal of this demand. They took the position that the Warsaw re- 
gime could not be considered representative until it had been broadened 
in accordance with the Yalta Agreement. In general, at the time of 
the San Francisco Conference, it appeared that practically all of 
Central-Eastern Europe (except Greece and possibly Turkey) was defi- 
nitely within the orbit of Russian influence. 
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Chapter XV 


AUSTRIA (1918-1938) 


A Tragic History 


In world war I, Austria cracked up before Germany. Para- 
lyzed by hunger and economic disorganization, and above all by the 
unwillingness of the oppressed nationalities of the empire to be ruled 
by the Habsburgs, the Austro-Hungarian monarchy disintegrated imder 
the double impact of military disaster and internal revolt. The Aus- 
trian republic emerged from the war with 14.2 per cent of its former 
territory and about 14 per cent of its former population. It became a 
land-locked state, extending 230 miles along the Danube. With nearly 
nine-tenths of its territory gone and all of its relations with the rest of 
the Danube Valley disrupted, easy-going Austria slipped into a state of 
coma, unable to live and forbidden to die — ^since the Allies forbade an 
Austro-German Anschluss. Decay set in. Vienna with nearly 2,000,- 
000 inhabitants became an oversized head; the rest of Austria, with less 
than 5,000,000 people where the old empire had over 50,000,000, was the 
dwarfed and sickening body. Until the coming of Hitler, many Aus- 
trians believed that the forbidden Anschluss with Germany would be a 
lesser evil than their independence. 

The history of Austria between the two wars is the history of bitter 
tragedy. The Gemutlich\eit of Vienna, which deluded and benumbed 
so many of the chroniclers of the scene, and the ever-recurring hope in- 
spired by this or that change in government, or by one or another of 
many financial expedients, served only to highlight the tragic elements 
in the drama. It is classic drama, too, for the denouement is the result 
not only of the machinations of the villain of the piece but of the 
blunders of its heroes as well. To watch the cumulative effect of well- 
iutentioned but ineffective statesmanship at home combined with blind- 
ness and hostility abroad is to watch the gradual unfolding of scenes 
whose only end could be March, 1938. 

The general recognition of the fact that Austria’s tragedy was Eu- 
rope’s tragedy, that Austria’s failure would be Europe’s failure, gave 
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emphasis to the stark drama that was played for twenty years in the 
once-proud domain of the mighty Habsburgs. Of all the states that 
the settlements of 1919 brought into a new or reorganized existence, 
none maintained such a tenuous hold on life through the long armi- 
stice as did dismembered Austria. When the slender thread of life 
snapped, it was the signal for the end of a period. It required no great 
statesmanship to see — though it must be confessed that even this modi- 
cum of statesmanship was not in evidence in some of the great govern- 
ments of the world — that the moment the Germans were installed at 
the Brenner, Mussolini had only two alternatives. He could fight as 
Hitler’s ally or he could fight against him. With neutral Austria be- 
tween them, the Abysinnian campaign, even the Spanish war, could 
with some rationalization be disregarded by the European chancelleries 
as matters of no vital concern to them. But only blindness or dullness 
can account for their failure to make the extinction of Austria, rather 
than the invasion of Poland, the casus belli. Mussolini’s refusal to come 
to Austria’s aid, as he had done at the time of the Dollfuss murder, was 
warning enough that he and the German dictator had come to terms. 

The Organization of Austria 

The boundaries of the Austria that lasted for twenty years after 1918 
were not solely the work of the diplomats at Paris. The Treaty of St. 
Germain was not signed until October 16, 1919, but long before that the 
physical and political character of Austria had been determined. 

“It was no treaty that set up separate governments at Prague, at 
Budapest, and at Vienna, for those separate governments had ex- 
isted since before the German Armistice. And no Peace Confer- 
ence could have joined together the fragments of an empire which 
its peoples had put asunder.” ^ 

Although the process of disintegration had been operative in the old 
Austro-Hungarian Empire since early in the year, it was not until Octo- 
ber 27, igiS, that Emperor Charles frankly admitted his inability to 
hold it together any longer. On that date he asked President Wilson 
for an armistice and promised the recognition of the independence of 
Poland and Czechoslovakia. This action was independent of any ac- 
tion that Germany might take and was, therefore, a ter mina tion of the 
Dual Alliance of 1879. Professor Lammasch, a liberal and a long-time 

^Miller, David Hunter, “The Adriatic Negotiations at Paris,” Atlantic Monthly, Vol. 128 
(August, 1921), p. 270. 
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advocate of federalism as a solution of the Empire’s racial and geo- 
graphic problems, was asked to form a ministry whose sole function 
was to be the liquidation of the Empire. During the short life of the 
Lammasch government, October 26 to November ii, the German depu- 
ties of the lower chamber of the Reichsrat had been meeting separately 
in the assembly hall of the Lower Austrian Provincial Legislature in the 
Herrengasse. When the abdication of Emperor Charles was an- 
nounced on the morning of November ii, Austria was therefore 
already a functioning state. On November 12, amid tremendous en- 
thusiasm and by a unanimous vote, the Provisional National Assembly 
abolished the Monarchy and declared German-Austria to be a demo- 
cratic Republic.^ 

Among the first problems of the new government was the matter of 
boundaries. Chancellor Renner was compelled to say to the Provi- 
sional National Assembly, two days after the Republic was declared: 
“We need to decide what is the territorial extent in order to be able to 
administer. We cannot collect taxes until we establish where they are 
collectable.” ® But Austria, a defeated power and completely demilita- 
rized by the Armistice, was in no position to determine her boundaries 
for herself. It was one thing to profess sovereignty over all the German- 
speaking peoples of the old Empire, but it was quite another to compete 
successfully with the new governments of Poland, Czechoslovakia, and 
Yugoslavia. These states were considered members of the winning side 
in the war and their claims to territory, whether or not such claims vio- 
lated the precious principle of “self-determination,” carried weight 
where weight was important. They employed ethnographic argu- 
ments when the ethnography was in their favor, but they could turn 
readily to economic, historical, or ideological arguments when the eth- 
nography was on the other side.* 

The first formal expression of opinion by the Austrian Provisional 
Assembly on the matter of boundaries was the law of November 22. 
With some naivete, the Assembly by this Act claimed jurisdiction over 
all territories in the old Empire which had a German majority, resting 
this claim upon President Wilson’s insistence that racial homogeneity 
should be the basis for the new international frontiers. Such an Austria 
would have contained more than 9,000,000 people, with large economic 
resources and valuable trade outlets. 

^Strong, David F,, Austria^ October igiS-March igig (New York: Columbia University 
Press, 1939), pp. 91-116. 

^Ibid., p. 114. 

^ Benes, Eduard, My War Memoirs, Translated by Paul Selver (Boston; Houghton Mifflin Co., 
1928), pp. 480 S. 
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But it was foolish to assume that the other Succession States, with their 
favorable diplomatic position, would accept Austria’s own delimitation 
of frontiers. They proceeded to occupy the border territories which 
they claimed; Austria, perforce, had to acquiesce. Within a week of 
the time that German-Austria laid claim to the German areas of the 
Empire, she found herself actually in possession only of the old Alpine 
Provinces with a population of some 6,000,000. Some minor adjust- 
ments based upon plebiscites and negotiation were subsequently made, 
but the Austria which was readmitted to the public law of Europe by 
the Treaty of St. Germain on October 16, 1919, was virtually the residue 
that had been left after the claims of its neighbors had been granted. 

Not only the territory, but also the government had been established 
long before the Allies announced their terms to Austria. The Provi- 
sional Assembly recognized its lack of constituent authority to deter- 
mine the permanent government for the new state, but it felt free to 
discuss the basic problems involved and to frame what it chose to call a 
provisional constitution. The three major parties in the Provisional 
Assembly (the Social Democratic Party, the Christian Socialist Party, 
and the German National Party) were in reasonable agreement on fun- 
damentals although, as was to be expected, the Christian Socialist Party 
found it hard to break completely with its monarchical, Catholic- 
Christian past. The German National Party had no program for con- 
stitutional reform and was in fact less an integrated party than a col- 
lection of German nationalist groups. The provisional constitution 
that evolved through October and November, 1918, was, therefore, 
almost completely an expression of the political philosophy of the larg- 
est element in the assembly, the Social Democratic Party. 

The framework of the new government was agreed upon in assembl} 
sessions on October 21 and October 30. On the former date it was de- 
cided to select three presidents, one from each of the major parties 
The three candidates were nominated without opposition at this sitting 
and were elected at the session of October 30. On the latter date, the 
organs of government were described and their functions were outlined. 
A Council of State composed of twenty deputies was to be responsible 
for the administration of all laws passed by the Assembly; a Chancellor 
was to be the parliamentary representative of the Council before the 
Assembly; and a Notary was to validate the enactments of the 
Assembly. 

A resolution on this same date recognized that supreme legislative 
authority in the new state rested with the Provisional National Assem- 
bly, and that a constituent national assembly would be elected in the 
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future by general and equal suffrage. With this resolution the revolu- 
tion was complete, because the authority of the Habsburgs was nowhere 
recognized; monarchical Austria broke with its past and at once at- 
tempted to create a constitutional republic with a responsible ministry. 
The formal declaration which made German-Austria a democratic 
republic was delayed until the session on November 12, at which time 
it was adopted by unanimous vote amid the tremendous enthusiasm of 
the deputies and the crowded galleries. 

The problem of the election of a new assembly with constituent au- 
thority was complicated by the uncertainty of Austria’s territorial lim- 
its. The Provisional Assembly was compelled to lay out districts and 
to allocate seats in preparation for the election. To restrict its election 
plans to the areas which were not claimed by neighboring states would 
be to admit the validity of their claims. To extend the election to the 
whole Germanic area claimed by the resolution of November 22 would 
be to endanger international relations just at the time that Austria’s 
very existence was dependent upon support from abroad. A practical 
and realistic compromise was adopted on December 18, 1918. Election 
procedures were provided for the whole area claimed, but the Council 
of State was given authority to select the proper number of deputies for 
those areas, if any, where it was impossible to hold elections. 

On Sunday, February 16, 1919, the Austrian people went to the polls 
to make a free choice of representatives whose business it would be to 
guide the little state through the next two years, to make peace with 
the Allies, and to solve the many and various problems that were press- 
ing on every side. The results of the election were disappointing to the 
Social Democrats. Their preponderance in the capital had led them to 
hope that they would have a clear majority in the new body. They 
could claim only 69 of the 159 seats, while the Christian Socialist Party 
gained 63 and the German Nationalists 25. The minor parties in the 
campaign elected two representatives. The geographic distribution of 
party strength, which was to have such tragic results during the next 
twenty years, is evidenced by the fact that the Social Democratic Party 
elected two-thhrds of the Vienna delegation but only one-third of the 
non-Viennese members, whereas the Christian Socialist Party had less 
than one-quarter of the Vienna votes but practically one-half of the 
delegates outside the capital. Real statesmanship was going to be neces- 
sary if a bloody contest between the national capital and the provinces 
was to be avoided.” 

®For a detailed treatment of the political events through the winter o£ 1918-1919, the reader 
is referred to Strong, op. cit., Part II, Chapters I, * 11 , and VIL 
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Political and Economic Problems 

Austria’s history for the twenty years between the two World Wars 
was conditioned largely by plain facts of geography and population. 
The post-settlement Austria was not only a small state in both area and 
population, it was also an economic and political anachronism. Vienna 
was still the great city it had been before the war, a city of more than 
two million people, but its hinterland now included little more than 
four million people as compared to the fifty million it had served eco- 
nomically, politically, and culturally in the days of the Habsburgs. Its 
food and raw materials had come from the four corners of the old 
empire; its products and its influence had had an equally wide market. 
The new government had to try to evolve an economy that would 
support the dismembered state and at the same time maintain its capi- 
tal city in the standard of living to which it was accustomed. 

This task was complicated and made all but impossible by the nar- 
row nationalism of Austria and its neighbors. The close economic inte- 
gration within the old Austro-Hungarian Empire had not only per- 
mitted but encouraged the development of specialized production in its 
various parts. It was sound to specialize when fuel, food, and indus- 
trial products could move freely. But the breakup of the empire left 
each of the component areas sadly deficient in essential commodities, 
and the impossibility of re-establishing a free movement of goods re- 
sulted in very severe hardships. 

Of all the new states created in whole or in part out of the imperial 
domain, Austria found itself in the most desperate straits. The dispro- 
portion of urban and rural populations, the mountainous and unfertile 
character of such agricultural areas as remained, the complete inade- 
quacy of native fuel supplies, the total disruption of normal trade routes 
of which Vienna had been the center, the hostility of the neighboring 
states due to Austria’s old leadership and present claims to territories 
still in dispute, the disillusionment and despair resulting from the 
defeat, and the tragic lack of social and economic cohesion among the 
Austrian people themselves — all these were significant factors in ex- 
plaining Austria’s peculiar position within the old Habshurg territories. 

The disproportion of urban and rural populations has already been 
mentioned. But the natural difflculties resulting from the size of 
Vienna in relation to the rest of Austria when hostilities ceased were 
aggravated by an actual increase in the Viennese population during 
1919. Not only did the number of German-Austrians who returned to 
Vienna after the war exceed the number of non-Germans who left for 
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their own national states^ but the number of refugees from Czechoslo- 
vakia^ Poland^ Hungary, and Romania was so great as to increase seri- 
ously the per capita shortages of food and fuel.^ 

The food situation was probably as bad in Austria as in any part of 
post-war Europe. Kurt Schuschnigg describes it as “just a little too 
much for people to die on^, and not enough to live on.’’ ^ Austria had 
always been a large importer of food even before the loss of much of her 
best agricultural territory. It was obvious that her very existence now 
would be dependent upon outside supplies. The single item of milk 
will do as well as any for purposes of illustration. Before the war the 
city of Vienna consumed approximately 900,000 liters daily; this was 
reduced by 1916 to 145,000 liters. During January, 1919, the deliveries 
had shrunk to 75,000 and the following month to 30,000 liters daily. 
It was ofEcially decreed that the consumption of milk must be limited 
to children under two years of age.® 

The shortage of coal for industrial and domestic use, while not so 
obviously serious as the shortage of food, was probably even more dis- 
ruptive of Austria’s economy. Native coal before the war had come 
almost exclusively from the territories that Austria lost to its neighbors. 
Repeated efforts were made by successive Austrian governments to 
negotiate arrangements with Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Yugoslavia 
for increased shipments of coal, both anthracite and lignite. Their 
lack of success was due both to Austria’s lack of barter goods and to its 
neighbors’ desire to retain their fuel to build up their own industries.^ 
But all the other causes of Austria’s inability to solve its problems rest 
finally on the tragic and suicidal lack of cohesion — economic, social, 
religious, and ideological — of the Austrian people themselves. Their 
inability to submerge their differences in the larger national interest 
was, in the end, the cause of Austria’s demise; and no attempt to make 
Nazism, Fascism, or Communism the bete noir of the piece will satisfy 
the record. An adequate analysis of the seven millions or less who con- 
stituted the Austrian population is, of course, quite out of the question 
in this brief discussion, but some attempt must be made to understand 
the tensions and the discords, the 'stresses and the strains, that for 


®Pasvolsky, Leo> Economic Nationalism of the Danubian States (New York: The Macmillan 
Company, 1928), g. 96. Vienna Rachspost, Dec. 25, 1918, p. 3; Jan. 29, 1919, p. 7 * Vienna 
Nette Freie Presse, Jan. 29, 1919, p. 8. 

Schuschnigg, Kurt, My Austria (New York; Alfred A. Knopf, 1938), p. 58. 

® Strong, op. cit., p. 183. 

®For a complete analysis of Austria’s pre-war coal situation, see Emil Homann-Herimberg, 
Die Kohlent/ersorgung in Osterreich wahrend des Krieges (Wien: Hplder-Pichler-Tempsky, 
1925). For the futile efforts to solve the post-war problem, see Strong, op. cit., pp. 185-192. 
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twenty years made futile every effort to discover and develop the na- 
tional interest. 

The economic stratification of Austrian society was both feudalistic 
and capitalistic. Feudalism had contributed the great estates of the 
nobility with their peasant workers; capitalism had contributed modern 
industrialization, with its owner-manager class at the top and the pro- 
letariat at the bottom. Two per cent of the independent landowners 
owned thirty per cent of the tillable soil in 1934, and two per cent of 
the non-agricultural independent operators employed fifty-seven per 
cent of the workers and salaried employees.^® It requires no Marxist 
to discover latent trouble here. As in other European countries, much 
feudal accumulation of wealth had been invested in modern industry, 
so that the same man was apt to be both a great hereditary landlord and 
an industrial capitalist. 

The rigidity of Austrian social classification was probably no more 
marked than that of other European states, but in conjunction with the 
other factors under discussion it contributed its share to the lack of 
homogeneity in the whole population. The feudal and royal character 
of class distinction had carried over from the Empire in spite of the 
fact that diere was little place for it in the spirit and letter of the demo- 
cratic constitution of the new state. The rapid development of equali- 
tarian doctrines, both native and imported, gave to the traditional social 
classes an anachronistic character that was exploited by the parties of 
the Left. 

In the field of religion, the divergence of loyalties was polar in its 
intensity. The Catholic Church was not only the dominant religious 
authority; it was practically without competition among tlie great ma- 
jority of the Austrian people who professed Christianity. Where, then, 
is to be found die basis for religious strife .? The answer lies in the fact 
that a large percentage of die population was Jewish and that another 
large percentage had deserted the Church for the dialectic of Karl 
Marx. The generalization can be made that the workers of Vienna and 
of the industrial area running as far south as Wiener-Neustadt were 
consciously and militantly anti-clerical in their attitude toward religion. 
To these should be added the coal miners from the Styrian fields, mak- 
ing an industrial proletariat that comprised more than a third of the 
total population. The Church retained its historic influence in the 
rural areas, both with the peasant and landowning classes. As else- 

an excellent analysis of the social and economic stratification of the Austrian people, 
see Emanuel Januschka, TAe Social Stratification of the Austrian Population. Translated by 
Robert Lorenz under the joint auspices of the Works Progress Administration and tfie Depart- 
ment of Social Science, (New York: Columbia University Press, 1939), 
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where in post-war Europe, colors came to signify groups, and the cleri- 
cal “blacks” were as bitterly hated in the workers’ councils in Vienna as 
were the socialist-communist “reds” in the ranks of Prince Starhem- 
berg’s Heimwehr. 

But religion only added fuel to the political and ideological flames 
that raged in little Austria from the moment of its severance from the 
Habsburg Empire to its incorporation into Hitler’s Reich. Again the 
alignment is largely along geographical lines. The urban and indus- 
trial areas had accepted one or another of the then-current interpreta- 
tions of the philosophy of Karl Marx. Communism, of the extreme 
Russian variety, never had a large following, but the rank and file of 
the city workers were at least doctrinaire Socialists. Their political 
organization was the Social Democratic Party and their mouthpiece 
was the Vienna Arbeiter Zeitung}'- Their strength lay in their num- 
bers, in their geographical concentration, in the ability and intelligence 
of their leaders, and in the fact that they had a program and the cour- 
age of their convictions. But their strength was also their weakness — 
the fact that they were concentrated in Vienna made both them and the 
capital city the focal point of attack; if they could be defeated in Vienna, 
they were defeated in all Austria. 

The rural provinces supplied support for the conservative elements 
to whom Marxism in any dress was anathema. But the anti-Marxist 
forces were themselves hopelessly splintered into a chaos of conflicting 
ideas. The Christian Socialist Party represented the largest body 
among these forces. Its leaders were either Churchmen or Catholic 
laymen who frankly accepted the leadership of the Church. Its politi- 
cal mouthpiece was the Vienna Reichspost and its program was a united 
Austria under Christian-Catholic direction.^" Its mass support came 
from the peasantry. But this clerical party by no means spoke for all 
the anti-Marxist elements in the population. Fascism imported from 
Italy, Nazism imported from Germany after 1933, and a native brand 
of authoritarianism all competed for the support of conservative, anti- 
socialist sentiment. 

Two other divisive forces reinforced and complicated the fractures 
in the Austrian population. These were anti-Semitism and the idea of 
Anschluss. Anti-Semitism was nothing new in the realm of the Habs- 
burgs. The panic of 1873 had stirred up great anti-Jewish feeling 
which had been exploited for political purposes by Karl Lueger in his 

^^The program o£ the Social Democrats was outlined in a series of eight articles in the 
Arbeiter Zeitung under the general title of ‘*Der Weg zum Socialismus" in January, 1919: Jan. 5. 
p. i; Jan. 9, pp. 1-2; Jan. 10, p. 2; Jan. 14, p. 2; Jan. 16, pp. 1-2; Jan. 19, pp. 1-2; Jan. 22, p. 1. 

^’The platform of the Christian Socialists was set forth in the Reichspost, Dec. 25, 1918, p. i. 
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fight for control of the Christian Socialist Party. But Karl Lueger’s 
death in 1910 and the natural lessening of class tensions during the first 
years of the war had caused a subsidence of racial prejudice until the 
debacle of 1918. 

During the bitter struggle for power that followed the creation of the 
republican state in 1918, anti-Semitism again appeared as a whipping 
boy for politicians and politico-economic factions that needed political 
capital. After 1933, the brutal racism of Hitler found a ready market 
in Austria. The concentration of the Jews in the cities and their heavy 
influence in the Social Democratic Party made them an easy target for 
the whole galaxy of clerical, conservative, Nazi, Fascist, agrarian, and 
anti-socialist groups. 

The idea of Anschluss was equally divisive. Unquestionably the 
vast majority of Austrians favored it immediately after the war, and its 
prohibition by the Treaty of St. Germain only made it seem the more 
desirable. If it had been permitted by the Allies in 1919, it might well 
have changed the whole course of European and world history. But 
as the debate over it became more embittered, in Austria, in Germany, 
and before the League of Nations and the World Court, issues were 
raised that could not easily be resolved. In Austria, opposition devel- 
oped among the clerical factions because of the heavy Protestant popu- 
lation of Germany; fear and dislike of Prussia and “Prussianism” 
frightened many others; many Viennese, particularly the leaders of the 
Social Democrats, were afraid of losing their importance and identity 
in the larger German state. Finally, the rise of Hitler meant an ac- 
ceptance of Nazism the moment that Austria attached herself to Ger- 
many. Instead of the overwhelming majority which had favored 
Anschluss at the beginning of the period, by 1938 its supporters were 
limited to the active Nazis who saw in it the only means of winning 
control of Austria.^® 

Surrounded by hostile states, cut off from trade outlets, compelled 
to bear the odium of the Habsburg tradition, and overwhelmed by 
economic problems at home, Austria was denied even an honest effort 
to work out her salvation by the lack of social cohesion among her peo- 
ple and her consequent inability to discover her national self-interest. 
Austria could not follow a definite road because her people could not 
agree on a destination. 

^®For a complete discussion of the Anschluss question to 1936, see M. M. Ball, Post-War 
German-Austnan Relations. The Anschluss Movement, jgi 8 -ig ^6 (Stanford University Pres% 

1937). 
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Austrian Culture 

Austria’s particularist feeling, in combination with other factors, was 
strong enough to resist absorption into the Retch until 1938. It is true 
that Austrian literature has been closely bound up with that of the Ger- 
man people as a whole, yet it preserved characteristics of its own. 

Hugo von Hofmannsthal (1874-1929) was the last great Austrian 
lyric poet. The leader of expressionist writers was Franz Werfel 
(1890- ) now living in Hollywood; his Ja\obos}{y and the Colonel 

was a sensational Broadway play in 1944 and several of his novels have 
been best sellers {The Song of Bernadette). Stefan Zweig, a biog- 
rapher and literary critic, is known for his Marie Antoinette, while the 
late Arnold Zweig (who committed suicide in Brazil) was world- 
famous for his novel The Case of Sergeant Grischa. Perhaps the most 
illustrious name in post-war Austrian literature was that of Arthur 
Schnitzler (1862-1931), who, with Jacob Wassermann, dealt especially 
with current life in Vienna and its social problems. Among their 
rivals, Hermann Bahr, Raoul Auernheimer, Felix Salten, Paul Zifferer, 
and Ernst Lotha should be mentioned. In opposition to the Schnitzler 
group were those who followed Rudolf Hans Bartsch. Their novels 
focussed mostly on the provinces, and they shared Bartsch’s power of 
giving speech to nature and his sympathy with life in the country and 
small cities. 

In the field of drama, the naturalism of the Schnitzler school and the 
new romantic style of Hofmannsthal had to share leadership with the 
primitive strength of the Tyrolese Karl Schonherr. Society comedy 
continued to be cultivated by Bahr, Salten, Auernheimer, Kurt Frie- 
berger, and the Shaw apostle Siegfried Trebitsch. Mell and Georg 
Terramare attempted to revive the mediaeval morality play, suggested 
by Hofmannsthal’s arrangement of Jedermann in 1912. 

The pre-war reputation of Vienna for musical creativeness continued 
under the Republic. Arnold Schonberg was the leading post-war Aus- 
trian composer. He introduced a new system of melodic construction 
which divides the scale into 12 tones, none of which is more important 
than the others. The composer called his music “expressionistic.” 
Like expressionistic painting and drama, it is difficult to understand. 
Ernest Krenek, born in Vienna of Czech parents, achieved international 
fame with his jazz opera fonny spielt auf {Johnny Strides Up) and is 
today on the staff of Vassar College. The great annual festival at 
Salzburg gathered music lovers from all parts of the world. 
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Although Vienna was a terribly poor city after World War I, it was 
a great musical center. Students came there to study from all over the 
world. The great name of Sigmund Freud (1856-1940) is outstanding 
in the field of psychoanalysis. 

Austrian Political History 

As we have seen, the election of February 16, 1919, returned a slight 
plurality of Social Democrats to the constituent assembly. Two of then- 
number, Karl Seitz and Karl Renner, became President of the Assembly 
and Chancellor of the Republic, respectively. The problem of framing 
a new constimtion was suspended in order to make the Austrian instru- 
ment fit in with the constitution of the German Reich, which was then 
being drafted. But the terms of the Treaty of St. Germain, announced 
in September, specifically prohibited any union of the two German 
states without approval of the Council of the League of Nations, so the 
Austrian constituent assembly had no choice but to proceed with its 
task. On October i, 1920, the constitution of the Federal Republic was 
announced. 

It was the Christian Socialists who had insisted upon the federal form 
of the new state. Their natural fear of industrialized and socialistic 
Vienna was shared by the provinces, who were not inclined to accept 
domination by the capital. The Bundesrat, or upper house, was ex- 
pected to preserve the federal idea with its representatives from the 
nine Lander, or provinces, elected by the provincial diets. The Chan- 
cellor and cabinet were to be responsible to the lower house {National- 
rat), elected by universal suffrage of all citizens over twenty. Until 
1929 the President was elected by the two houses meeting as a Federal 
Assembly, but in that year a constitutional amendment provided for 
popular presidential elections. 

The Social Democrats lost their plurality in the first elections held 
under the new constitution, and the Christian Socialists organized the 
government with the support of the German nationalist groups. Dr. 
Michael Hainisch became the first President and the chancellorship 
alternated during the early period of the Republic between the Christian 
Socialists and the Pan-Germans. 

The man who above all others set the course for Austrian policy both 
at home and abroad came into power as Chancellor in May, 1922. 
Ignaz Seipel, an erudite Catholic priest, was a complete embodiment 
of the Austrian clerico-political tradition. Sincere, scholarly, cou- 
rageous, he was at once both intensely patriotic and intensely loyal to 
his Church. By no liberality of definition can he be called a great 
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statesman, because he failed in the one great task that confronted Aus- 
trian statesmanship throughout the long armistice; the task of uniting 
the Austrian people. Whether the fault was his or whether it lay with 
the Social Democrats need not be argued here. It is the sort of argu- 
ment for which history can give no answer; the sort on which only 
ex parte chroniclers can afford to be dogmatic.^* But there can be no 
doubt that it was Monsignor Seipel who drew the plans from which 
Dollfuss and Schuschnigg attempted to build an Austrian state — and 
failed. 

The immediate and inescapable responsibility of Seipel’s government 
was to rescue the Austrian fiscal system. After a tour of European 
capitals, the new Chancellor addressed an effective appeal to the League 
of Nations in September, 1922. At that time the morass of inflation 
had carried the Austrian crown to an exchange rate of 77,000 to one 
with the American dollar and it was apparent even to Austria’s late 
enemies that the very existence of the little Danubian state was depend- 
ent upon outside assistance. After much deliberation, the First Geneva 
Protocol provided that seven European states would advance $130,000,- 
000 for twenty years and that Austria would accept a League commis- 
sioner to supervise the reorganization of her finances. The schilling 
replaced the old crown, and by 1926 the League supervision was with- 
drawn because of the satisfactory progress that had been made. 

But this fiscal rehabilitation had been accomplished at no small do- 
mestic cost. The rapid deflation infuriated the Social Democrats and 
they did everything in their power to obstruct the program. A series 
of crippling strikes and an unsuccessful attempt on his life induced the 
ailing Chancellor to resign in 1924. His successor and disciple, Rudolf 
Ramek, was unable to find a solution for the social and economic prob- 
lems that produced more than a quarter of a million unemployed and 
brought into the limelight with new bitterness the issues of anti- 
Semitism and Anschluss. In 1926 Seipel again accepted the onerous 
task of forming a government. It was in this second period of power 
that his policies and tactics began the process of alienating the Pan- 
Germans without attracting the Social Democrats, so that he and his 
Christian Socialist successors, Dollfuss and Schuschnigg, were inevita- 
bly driven to the necessity of authoritarianism if they were to retain 
power. With both the Social Democrats and Pan-Germans in oppo- 


’•^Out o£ the extensive literature on both sides o£ the question the reader is referred for the 
clerical side ta Kurt Schuschnigg, My Austria, The best anti-clerical treatment of the argument 
by an eye-witness is G. E. R. Gedye, Betrayal in the Balkans (New York; Harper 6c Brothers, 
1939 )* 
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sition, the clerical governments were compelled to rely increasingly on 
the well-organized but unpredictable Heimwehr and on the unorgan- 
ized and poorly led agrarians. 

The existence within Austria of the two rival organizations, the 
Heimwehr and the Schutzbund, is perhaps the most striking single evi- 
dence of the inadequacy of the official government of the state. Mili- 
tary in character and political in purpose, they constituted two opposing 
armies, each of them twice as large as the military force permitted to 
Austria by the Treaty of St. Germain. 

The Heimwehr was agrarian in personnel and conservative in its 
approach to domestic policies. Its strength came almost exclusively 
from the non-industrialized areas and its economic and political ideol- 
ogy were confused at best. It was strongly touched by Pan-Germanism 
in its earlier years, although it became the bitter enemy of Nazism after 
the rise of Hitler. While it was always militantly anti-socialistic, fac- 
tions within it were also bitterly anti-clerical. What unity of principle 
it contained sprang from the ardent nationalism of its leaders, national- 
ism that did not shy away from an alliance with Mussolini as a hedge 
against Hitler and which seriously considered the restoration of the 
Habsburgs as the surest guarantee of Austrian independence. Its lead- 
ers were many, but certainly the most colorful and most characteristic 
of its emotional and unpredictable nature was Prince Ernst Rudiger von 
Starhemberg.^® 

The Schutzbund was the semi-military arm of the Social Democrats. 
Vienna was naturally its center and its inspiration but its members came 
from other industrial areas and from the Styrian mining districts as 
well. It was better disciplined than the Heimwehr and its program 
was the program of the Social Democrats. As a frankly class-conscious 
organization, its purpose was to protect the socialist accomplishments in 
the city of Vienna and to advance the socialist program throughout the 
Republic. Armed clashes between these two private armies were fre- 
quent and the consequent casualties added bitterness and intensity to 
domestic politics.^® 

In 1932 there came to the head of the Austrian state the first of the 
two Chancellors destined for martyrdom at the hands of Nazi brutality. 
Dr. Engelbert Dollfuss. Born of a peasant family in Lower Austria, 

Starhemberg’s book is as revealing by its omissions as by its contents. E. R. von Starhem- 
berg, Between Hitler and Mussolini (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1942). 

The acquittal of three members ot the Heimwehr on the charge of killing two Socialists in 
1927 vitas the same sort of cause celebre as the Sacco-Venzetti trial in Boston or the Billings- 
Mooney affair in California. It was one of the most significant causes of the unwillingness of 
the Social Democrats to cooperate with the governments of Seipel, Dolfuss, and Schuschnigg. 
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Dollfuss had worked his way through a law course at the University of 
Vienna, had emerged from the war with an officer’s rank, and had risen 
rapidly in national politics as a member of the Christian Socialist Party. 
Tiny in stature, engaging in personal contacts, and courageous both 
spiritually and physically, he vigorously attacked the problems confront- 
ing him. The Lausanne Protocol provided another international loan 
to stabilize finances; reform of the civil services reduced government 
expenses and removed the worst features of the old Habsburg bureauc- 
racy; successful efforts were made to attract foreign tourists; public 
works were undertaken both to make Austria more attractive to visitors 
and to provide work for the unemployed; and trade agreements at- 
tempted to find an outlet for Austrian products in exchange for the raw 
materials and foodstuffs so badly needed. 

But Dollfuss, like Seipel before him and Schuschnigg to come later, 
could find no formula for the unification of the Austidan people. The 
Social Democrats and the Pan-Germans were both in opposition and his 
majority of one in the lower house, when he formed his government, 
soon proved inadequate. When the speaker. Dr. Renner, and the two 
deputy speakers resigned in 1933, thereby preventing a meeting of the 
Nationdrat, Dollfuss resorted to authoritarianism. President Miklas 
invested him with emergency powers and he proceeded to govern by 
decree. 

During the thirteen months from June, 1933, to July, 1934, domestic 
politics in Austria degenerated into undisguised violence. The Schutz- 
bund had been dissolved by official decree in April, and in May the Com- 
munist Party had been abolished. In June, after Nazi bombs were 
thrown at a special police force, Dollfuss ordered all Nazi “brown 
houses” closed. After Hitler’s special agent in Austria, Theodor 
Habicht, had been expelled, the German Nazis continued their cam- 
paign by incendiary radio programs from Munich and by tons of propa- 
ganda leaflets dropped from planes. A young Austrian Nazi grazed 
the arm of Dollfuss in an unsuccessful attempt at assassination. 

Meanwhile the government’s fight with the Social Democrats be- 
came more embittered. The dissolution of the Schutzbund had been 
followed by the creation of the “F atherland Front.” This was the Chan- 
cellor’s offer to the young men of Austria who felt the need of a military 
organization and who were responsive to a purely patriotic appeal. It 
was to be non-partisan and was to take the offensive against all sub- 
versive and anti-national movements. But its allegedly non-partisan 
character was unconvincing to the workers in view of the fact that the 
Schutzbund had been dissolved, but the Heimwehr was allowed to re- 
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main active under the leadership of von Starhemberg, On February 
1 1, 1934, when Dollfuss decreed the dissolution of all political parties, 
the workers’ leaders decided that the time had come to hit back. They 
countered with a general strike, to which the government replied with 
martial law. In a short but bloody battle the government forces, with 
the aid of the Heimwchr, crushed the socialist opposition. On Feb- 
ruary 15, the workers in the Karl Marx Hof, the largest of the famous 
municipal dwelling houses built by the socialist government of Vienna, 
surrendered and socialism went underground. 

Dollfuss took this opportunity to legitimize the authoritarian state he 
had already created. On May i, 1934, a new constitution was pro- 
claimed. It made no attempt to disguise its undemocratic character, for 
its preamble began; ^Tn the name of God Almighty, from whom all 
law emanates, the Austrian people receives this Constitution for its 
Christian, German, Federal State.” The influence of Italian Fascism 
was apparent in its “corporative” character and in the elaborate system 
of councils designed to nullify any attempt at popular control. 

It was apparent that strong government was necessary if the Nazis 
were to be kept within the law. Throughout the spring and early sum- 
mer of 1934, they became an increasing menace both to national and 
individual security. Destruction of railways, terminals, power houses 
and other essential installations was climaxed on the afternoon of July 
25 by a carefully planned Putsch. One group of Nazis seized the gov- 
ernment radio station and a second group entered the chancellery and 
assassinated Dollfuss. But the Nazi victory was short-lived. The 
police and the Heimwchr laid siege to the chancellery and the con- 
spirators were forced to negotiate for their surrender. The terms, ar- 
ranged by the German Minister, provided that they should be given 
safe-conduct to the German border. When it was learned that Dollfuss 
had died, the Austrian government considered the situation sufficiently 
altered to cancel the safe-conduct. Otto Planetta, the man who had 
fired the shot that killed the Chancellor, and several others were tried 
and hanged, thereby becoming sainted heroes of the German Ketch, 

At the time of the Dollfuss murder, the Vice-Chancellor, Prince Star- 
hemberg, was on one of his frequent visits to an Italian pleasure resort. 
He flew immediately to Vienna, expecting to be placed in charge of the 
government. President Miklas, however, chose Kurt ton Schuschnigg, 
the Minister of Education. The new Chancellor found it easy and 
natural to continue the Dollfuss program. A devout Catholic, an 
ardent patriot, and a competent constitutional lawyer, he saw in the 
Nazi menace a threat to his religion as well as to his state. He 
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struggled valiantly to make the Fatherland Front an all-Austrian pro- 
gram, but he failed. The remnants of the Social Democrats were sus- 
picious of his clerical associations, and the Nazis were openly defiant. 

In a final effort to come to terms with Hitler, terms that would enable 
an independent Austria to exist, he went to Berchtesgaden in February, 
1938. That visit was the beginning of the end. The terms that the 
German dictator laid down required the inclusion of Nazis in Schusch- 
nigg’s cabinet and in the Fatherland Front. Dr. Arthur Seyss-Inquart 
became Minister of the Interior, and almost immediately left for a con- 
ference with Hitler In Berlin! 

Events moved rapidly. On March 9, Schuschnigg suddenly an- 
nounced a plebiscite of the Austrian people on the question of inde- 
pendence. The election was to be held the following Sunday, March 
13, too soon for the Nazis to bring their strong-arm election methods 
into action. Hitler’s reply was immediate — unless the plebiscite was 
cancelled, his troops would march. What was Dr. Kurt von Schusch- 
nigg to do To ignore the ultimatum was to throw a handful of poorly 
organized troops against Hitler’s mighty war machine. Mussolini had 
made it clear that Austria could expect no such support as he had given 
her in 1934, when he had sent troops to the Brenner Pass at the news of 
the Dollfuss murder. Schuschnigg’s decision was to make a brief, 
emotion-filled speech in which he took leave of the Austrian people.^^ 
Seyss-Inquart assumed power and invited Hitler to send in the German 
army to preserve order. Thus, on March 12, 1938, the ex-Austrian who 
had made himself master of all Germany added some seven million 
people to his Third Reich. Austria had become the first in what was 
to be a long list of conquered states, a victim of her internal confusion, of 
the ineptitude of her statesmen, of the stupidity of her friends, and of 
the brutality of her enemies. 

After five and one-half years of first-hand experience of the “bless- 
ings” of the Nazi regime, all but a small minority of unscrupulous 
careerists and SS scoundrels had but one overwhelming desire: to get 
rid of the Germans and see the end of the war. Fortunately for the 
majority, the great Allied Powers took thought for Austria and decreed 
her rebirth at Moscow in November of 1943. 

When the Red Army liberated Austria, early in 1945, Moscow an- 
nounced the formation of an Austrian provisional government headed 


reader is again referred to Kurt Schuschnigg, My Austria, for a full account of these 
last das’s, including Schuschnigg’s two radio addresses, March 9 and March 12. See also the 
exciting Eugene Lennhoff, The Last Live Hours of Austria^ (New York: Frederick A. Stokes 
Company, 1938). 



322 


AUSTRIA 


by Dr* Karl Renner — the same man who was Chancellor of the firs 
Austrian government in 1918 and whose resignation as speaker of th 
Nationalrat had paved the way for the Dollfuss dictatorship. Hi 
Cabinet was a coalition of Social Democrats, Christian Socialists, anc 
Communists. Since Russia had not consulted the United States o 
Great Britain about the formation of this government, the westen 
Allies were reluctant to recognize it. But in general the prospects fo 
Austria are brighter than at any time since the little Republic was firs 
proclaimed. 
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HUNGARY (1918-1945) 


History 

^Between 1918 and 1938, Hungary was a potato-shaped land jusi 
south o£ Czechoslovakia and about as big as the state of Ohio. The 
peace-makers of 1919 carved off a peel more than twice as big as whai 
they left. “At first sight Hungary looks like a land of gorgeou; 
musical-comedy costumes and uniforms, from General Ratz down tc 
Prince Festetics’ hereditary doorman. But beliind all the braid and 
medals, swords and plumes, are a country, a character, and a cause that 
are anything but comic. A fierce, fighting people, they are sometimes 
called the Prussians of the South.” ^ 

To understand the present position and problems of Hungary, it is 
appropriate to revievv its history as distinct from that of Austria 01 
Austria-Hungary. 

More than a thousand years ago, some 25,000 warrior Magyars rode 
into the great mountain basin of the Carpathians. A mysterious, non- 
Slav people, they came from Central Asia, a mixture of a Finnish- 
Ugrian and Asiatic-Turkish stock. The fertile Danubian plain they 
found inside the natural mountain fortress was empty of all but a few 
human remnants of a hundred wars. Their first reconnoitering party 
reached the territory of modern Hungary in 892. Arpad, “a Magyar 
chief of extraordinary military ability and political sagacity,” ^ carried 
out his plan to cross the Carpathians and occupy the Danube valley. 
By the year 900 the conquest was completed and the Magyar warrior 
tribes controlled the strategic points of the basin. This control was a 
decisive factor in the shaping of Central-Eastern Europe because it 
drove a wedge between the two main groups of Slavs (Yugoslavs and 
northern Slavs) and also because it ensured the relative isolation of the 
Slovaks until quite recent times. For Arpad united his forces with the 

^ “Hungary, The Kingless Kingdom, Wooed by Germany, Clamors for Lost Lands,” htfe^ 
September 12, 1938, pp. 51-61; contains excellent pictures also. 

2 c«-rtTT<.« TJ7 /iW/ 7 7?«/7 YnrV* & Hitchcock. iQ^o). D. "ZA. 
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German King Arnulph against Svatopluk ’s Great Moravia and defeated 
this outstanding figure of Czechoslovakia’s history. The Magyars 
thereupon seized Slovakia and kept it until 1918. 

This success incited the Hungarians to start raiding the Balkans, Italy, 
Atfstria, Switzerland, southern Germany, and France. All Europe 
trembled before the dreaded plague. The Germans called them Hun- 
garians because they were “hungry” {hungrig). But the methodical 
Germans finally defeated them at Augsburg (955). Thereafter the 
Hungarians settled down. Recognizing the political advantages of 
Christianity, they adopted the new religion.® St. Stephen (997-1037), 
the most prominent figure in early Hungarian history, received the gift 
of the Holy Apostolic Crown in the year 1000 from Pope Sylvester II. 
The Crown of St. Stephen has ever since remained the symbol of the 
Hungarian state. Stephen from the first looked to Rome rather than 
to Byzantium. He consolidated the new Kingdom and abolished the 
ancient Magyar communism. Lands hitherto held by tribes were dis- 
tributed among individual owners and tribal chieftains were replaced 
by officials appointed by the king. 

The “minorities” policies of the early Hungarians is worth noting. 
The Hungarians, as the conquering race, were the ruling class. They 
owned all the land, enjoyed all the political rights, and paid no taxes. 
All Hungarians Were equal and directly subject to the king. The con- 
quered aliens (the Slovaks, the Wallachians-Romanians of Transyl- 
vania, and the Ruthenians) had no political rights, did all the work, and 
paid all the taxes. 

. But the Magyars behaved differently toward invited foreigners. 
They settled Szeklers, their own people, in Transylvania (who later 
became a part of the Hungarian minority in post-war Romania), with 
the privilege of autonomy and even land communism. In the early 
part of the thirteenth century, German settlers from the Rhine, er- 
roneously called Saxons, were imported as “King’s Guests” to build 
farms and cities and were granted extensive self-government (their 
descendants became a German minority of 80,000 in post-war Ro- 
mania). They built seven cities, and so the region where they still live 
is called the Siebenburgen (Seven Towns). 

In general, the Hungarians followed the policy laid down by St. 
Stephen in a memorable letter to his son and heir, advising him that 
the new settlers, whom it was his policy to welcome, should be “held in 


® It is interesting to note that Slovakia became Christian sooner than the central Magyar plain. 
See Rt VV, Seton-Watson, A History of the Czechs and Slovaks (London: Hutchinson & Co., 
1945), p. 251, 
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honor, for they bring fresh knowledge and arms; they are an ornament 
and support of the throne, fdr a country where only one language and 
one custom prevails is weak and fragile.” The Hungarians honored 
this advice until the nineteefith century, when the directly opposite pol- 
icy of unreasoning assimilation was adopted. As a result, all of the 
neighboring nationalities helped to dismember Hungary in 1918.* 

Hungary’s early social system was based on three main classes: the 
land-owning Hungarians, the privileged Germans, and the land- 
working Slav and Wallachian serfs. As time went on, the country 
gradually adopted feudalism and a few people began to own fnost of the 
land. Here was the beginning of the well-known class of Hungarian 
magnates. The original class division along racial lines disappeared, 
and the mass of the Hungarian peoples became subject to a few feudal 
lords. By the thirteenth century, the royal power had become quite 
weak. The landlords oppressed the peasantry and fought each other 
as well as the king. 

The possession of Transylvania became one of the most difficult prob- 
lems of post-war Europe (see Chapter 8). The Romanians claim that 
Transylvania was an integral part of ancient Dacia until it was sub- 
jugated by the Magyars in 1003. But the Hungarians claim that Tran- 
sylvania was settled by the Magyars, by their cousins the Szeklers, and 
by Saxons transplanted by Magyar kings to the slopes of the Carpa- 
thians. They insist that Romanian elements only infiltrated later.® 
Hence the Magyars contend that Transylvania has always been an in- 
tegral part of Hungary. 

Croatia and Slavonia were conquered under the rule of St. Ladislaw 
and Koloman. In 1102 the ruling Croat nobility recognized Hun- 
garian kings as their own, in exchange for perpetual confirmation of 
their feudal rights. Thereafter Croatia maintained a kind of autonomy 
under the Hungarians until 1918. 

Hungarian propogandists have always made touch of the Golden 
Bull, which was promulgated in 1222. They like to compare it to the 
Magna Carta of 1215 and celebrate it as the origin of Hungarian con- 
stitutional liberties' and parliamentarianism. It granted the rights of 
due process of trial, exemption from taxation, armed resistance to the 
king for breach of compact, and the like. But these liberties were 
granted only to the landed gentry; the document was actually a guar- 
antee of the power of the nobles over the people. In fact, until 1918, 

* Cited by R. W. Seton- Watson, op. at., p. 25a, 

®For the Hungarian case, see Eugene Horvath, Transylvanm and the History of the Rou- 
manians (Budapest, 1935), pp. 5-9. 
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the Hungarian Constitution made a legal distinction between the 
landed nobles (the nation) and the plebeians without citizens’ rights 
(the peasants).® 

It is true that several kings tried to reassert the royal authority and 
Bela IV began to reacquire the royal estates given to the nobility. The 
timeS;, however, were not favorable for curbing the great lords. The 
Tartars were advancing. The discontented nobles rallied half heart- 
edly to the king’s aid, but when a decisive battle had to be fought 
against the Tartars in 1241, disaster followed. The last king of the 
Arpad dynasty died in 1301. The Anjous of Naples ascended the 
throne but they too achieved no lasting success in curbing the nobles. 

Under Louis the Great (1342-1382), Hungary reached the zenith of 
her world position and territorial expansion. But the menace of tire 
approaching Turks was steadily increasing, although Hungary enjoyed 
brilliant international prestige under kings of foreign blood in the 
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. Matthias Corvinus (1458-90), the 
last powerful king of independent Hungary, was of domestic descent. 
He founded a fine library of precious manuscripts {Corvina), man- 
aged the nobles with a firm hand, and won fame in numerous peasant 
legends. 

In 1526 a large Ottoman army invaded Hungary. Louis II Jagello, 
at the head of poorly equipped Hungarian troops, lost the Battle of 
Mohses (1526). In 1541, the Turks occupied Buda and large districts 
of Hungary. The country was then divided into three parts; (i) the 
west was under the rule of the Habsburg King of Hungary (Ferdinand 
I, elected in 1527) ; (2) the east became the independent Hungarian 
principality of Transylvania; and (3) the rich central plain of Hun- 
gary was annexed by the Turkish Empire. After the defeat of Vienna 
(1683), the Turks withdrew into the Balkans and the Habsburgs oc- 
cupied all of Hungary. 

Habsburg rule of Hungary led to forceful Catholicization and Ger- 
manization. Soon nearly all the Protestants, who had accepted this 
religious conversion after the Battle of Mohacs, were exterminated — 
except in Transylvania, where Calvinism was dominant for 200 years 
as a symbol of opposition to the Habsburgs. By the middle of the 
eighteenth century, however, Catholicism had won all of Hungary. 

The Hungarians did not like Austrian rule. There were many re- 
bellions, all originating in Transylvania. The most successful one was 
that of Francis Rakoezy, who was elected prince by the Hungarian Diet 
in 1704. After his defeat, the Habsburgs were recognized as kings of 


® Pribichevlch, op, cti,, p. 57. 
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Hungary in return for a general amnesty and guarantee of constitu- 
tional rights. But the Magyar nobles resented the attempts of Vienna 
to improve the lot of the peasantry as an encroachment on Magyar na- 
tional rights. 

Unlike other European countries, Hungary used Latin as its official 
“national” language until 1844, when Magyar was made the official lan- 
guage by law. It was, therefore, only in the nineteenth century that 
nationalism stressed the Magyar character of the multi-racial kingdom.’^ 
Up to then there had been no serious national conflicts, although there 
were Slovaks in the northwest, Ruthenians in the north, Romanians in 
the East, Croats in the southwest, and Serbs in the Banat and the 
Backa, together with Catholic peasants from southern Germany (Swa- 
bians). 

After the French Revolution, Magyar nationalism became self- 
conscious through the noble bodyguard at the Emperor’s Court in 
Vienna. The reform of the Magyar language followed and gave 
impetus to Magyar poetry and belles-lettres represented by the works 
of Kdlcsey, Vdrosmarty, Berzsenyi, Petofi, Kemeny, Jokai, and others. 
Simultaneously, political nationalism developed in aspirations for inde- 
pendence from Austria.^ Hungarian leaders, especially Louis Kossuth, 
evaluated their nationalism in terms of liberalism. 

In 1848 the Hungarians revolted against Austria. The nationalistic 
hopes of Kossuth came to nothing, however, as the Austrian Emperor 
Francis Joseph II quelled the rebellion with the aid of a Russian Army 
— a matter the Hungarians have never forgotten. For twenty years 
Austria governed Hungary despotically until Francis De^ signed the 
famous Ausgleich (Compromise) in 1867 (see Chapter II). The Com- 
promise gave Magyar nationalism new impetus. It also opened a new 
era for all the non-Magyar nationalities, who were handed over to the 
unrestricted political control of the now dominant Magyars. 

The status of non-Magyars was theoretically regulated by the Law of 
Equal Rights of the Nationalities (1868). This was the work of Deak 
and Edtvos, who regarded assimilation as the ideal solution of racial 
problems, but wanted each race to develop its own language and culture 
without hindrance. In reality, this Law was a dead letter from the 

"^For more details, see Hans Kohn, The Idea of Nationalism (New York: The Macmillan 
Co-, 1944), pp. 527-534; Rustem Vambery, “Nationalism in. Hungary,” The Annals of The 
American Academy of Political and Social Science, CCXXXII (March, 1944), pp. 77"S5. 

® It ought to be noted that Alexander Petofi, the inspired poet of the Magyar Revolution, and 
Louis Kossuth were both of the Slovak origin. The first was the son of purely Slavic parents 
and only Magyarized his original name of Petrovic when he was a student; Kossuth came from 
lesser “gentry” stock of Kosuty, near St, Martin, the very heart of Slovakia. Cf. R. W. Seton- 
Watson, op, cit., p. 259. 
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outset. When power fell into the hands of extremists, notably Kolo- 
man Tisza (who ruled Hungary from 1875 to 1890 as the all-powerful 
leader of the Liberal Party, the mouthpiece of the gentry), drastic 
nationalistic policies were promoted by the peculiar franchise and elec- 
toral practices which gave predominance to the ruling clique. It was 
assumed that Hungary was a Magyar national state, although the pro- 
portion of the population who spoke Magyar barely topped 50 per cent 
in the census of 1910. “This assumption . . . was based on the theory 
that the Magyar ruling classes were sustaining the 'nation,’ which on 
the other hand included the ruling caste and everybody who professed 
their theory. Anyone disagreeing with this theory or disapproving the 
policy of the ruling caste was considered a traitor.” ® 

Hungary was seething before World War I. All of Hungary’s 
minorities objected to the Ausgleich, which handed their fortunes over 
to dte Magyar aristocrats. The latter, in turn, would not forgive the 
Slavs and the Romanians for fighting on the side of the Habsburgs 
during the revolution of 1848. Nationalistic lines of antagonism were 
made sharper by social and economic divisions. The ruling land- 
owners exploited the common people, the minorities as well as the 
mass of Hungarians. Hundreds of thousands of emigrants left for 
America. In 1914, three-fourths of the male population in Hungary 
could not vote. 

As one-half of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, Hungary was de- 
feated in World War I. The Treaty of Trianon deprived her of 75 
per cent of her territory and 60 per cent of her population. Slovakia, 
in the north, was taken by Czechoslovakia ; Transylvania in the east by 
Romania; Croatia and other areas in the south by Yugoslavia; and 
Burgenland in the west by Austria.^'' In spite of Hungarian propa- 
ganda claims, the Slovaks, Romanians, and Yugoslavs were not just 
grabbed by their respective countries. The inability of Hungary to 
solve her problem of racial heterogeneity induced them to seek union 
with their respective co-patriots across Hungary’s borders. 


Geopolitical Aspects 

Shifts of Hungarian territory have been spectacular in bodi World 
Wars. Before World War I, Hungary had a population of more than 
20,000,000 and an area of 125,609 square noiles. The Allied victors cut 

^Vambery, R., op. cit., p. 79. 

While all these regions were chiefly inhabited by non-Hungarian populations, considerable 
Hungarian minorities were included: 1,480,000 in Romania, 500,000 in Yugoslavia, and some 
700,000 in Czechoslovakia. 
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Hungary down, as noted above, and took away valuable mineral re- 
sources and timberland. In 1938-39, the partition o£ Czechoslovakia 
restored to Hungary parts of western Czechoslovakia, wild, mountain- 
ous Ruthenia, and the fertile farm lands of southern Slovakia. In 
1939, Hungary formally joined the Axis. By the end of 1940, nearly 
half of Transylvania, with its fields of natural gas and its wealth of gold, 
silver, lead, copper, and zinc, was returned to Hungary by Romania un- 
der Nazi pressure. Hungarian forces invaded Yugoslavia and added 
their strength to the German invasion of the Soviet Union in 1941. In 
all, Hungary regained territory larger than West Virginia, with a popu- 
lation of roughly four and a half million people — ^including more than 
a million Romanians. 

As the Balkan back door to Germany, Hungary found herself oc- 
cupied by the Russians in 1944. The Carpathian Mountains that rim 
Hungary’s recently acquired Ruthenian district and stretch deep into 
Romania did not stop the Red Army. West of this mountain barrier, 
the plains of Hungary spread out into open, flat terrain, broken only 
by the nordi-south course of the Danube and the Tisza. The Danube, 
cutting through the heart of the country, is a natural corridor leading 
from the Balkans into Austria, and thence into the center of formerly 
Nazi-held Europe. Railways converge at Budapest from all directions, 
making Hungary a center of communications between the Balkan 
nations and middle Europe. 

The defeat of Hungary in World War I and the agony that followed 
brought no change in the policies of Hungary’s rulers toward their 
minorities. According to the census of 1930, the population of Hun- 
gary was 8,688,117. Of the total, 92.1 per cent were Magyar, 5.5 per 
cent were German, the rest were Slovaks, Romanians, Croats, Serbs, and 
others. The Treaty of Trianon guaranteed minority rights to racial or 
national groups, but Budapest nevertheless persisted in the practice of 
de-nationalizing minorities. The theory of “a single and indivisible 
Magyar nation,” embodied in a law passed in 1868, has never been 
abandoned. The national minorities had no political representation 
and no autonomous political existence. Even the Germans had to be 
content with only 10 per cent of their children attending purely Ger- 
man schools. Religiously, Hungary was divided into 64.9 per cent 
Roman Catholics, 27 per cent Protestants, 5.1 per cent Jews, and 2.3 
per cent Greek Catholics. In general, Hungary’s national minorities 
were not treated as fractions of the nation who differed from the Mag- 
yars and had the right to maintain their ethnological individuality; 
they were regarded as groups of citizens speaking an alien language 
who were to be Magyarized. 
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Economic Factors 

Some 6o per cent of all Hungary is cultivated land. Another 20 per 
cent is meadow and pasture. This amazingly high percentage of useful 
land makes Hungary a food reservoir — ^just what the Nazi government 
needed. Its resources also include hides for leather, timber, and valu- 
able minerals. The leading crops are wheat, corn, rye, sugar beets, 
potatoes, and fruits. Poultry, livestock, and the rich fishing preserves 
along the Danube and Lake Balaton contributed to Hungary’s value 
as a larder for the Axis countries on a blockaded continent. Coal and 
bauxite, the ore from which aluminum derives, have been Hungary’s 
greatest mineral assets. The production and processing of petroleum 
in fairly large quantities is a recent development. Hungarian oil out- 
put was multiplied nearly twenty times between 1937 and 1938, and is 
believed to have been pushed much higher since. 

Social Conditions 

Hungary was, in 1945, still a land of big estates, governed in semi- 
feudal style by their seigneurs, although many thousands of peasants 
have been settled on small holdings since 1918.“ Thirty-six Magyar 
magnates owned a million acres of land; the 1,200,000 peasants who 
were set on their own farms owned a total of 950,000 acres. Moreover, 
the large landowners paid only 10 pengoes in taxes per acre; the peasant 
paid 16 pengoes.^^ 

Hungary’s non-royal Prince George-Tassilon-Joseph Festetics of 
Tolna, Lord of Keszthely, Saint George, Csurgo, and so forth, cousin 
of the British Duke of Hamilton, was one of Hungary’s biggest land- 
owners. He owned nine great farms on both sides of Lake Balaton in 
western Hungary; worked 500 farm laborers, 600 woodsmen. He paid 
them in goods, not in money. The only larger landholder was Prince 
Paul Estherhazy, who owned some 100,000 acres.^® A Land Reform 
Act taxed them one-sixth of their land, divided 430,000 acres among 
some 400,000 peasants and war veterans (averaging an acre apiece). 

Socialism was sternly repressed among the peasants but some reforms 

^^One of Hungary’s arguments was that the land reforms of Czechoslovakia and Romania 
were directed against Hungarians- The fact is that Magyar peasants in both countries received 
allocations of land. It is true that most of the great estates in Transylvania, taken from Hun- 
gary, were owned by Magyars or Germans. These were duly expropriated, with very inade- 
quate compensation. But Romanian landowners were just as unlucky as Magyars or Germans. 

^Newman, Bernard, The New Europe (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1943), p. 443. 

^For documentary pictures, see Life (September 12, 1938), pp. 52-53. 
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have been carried out under an iron paternalism. Peasants are allowed 
to vote, but only in public. (Townspeople get the secret ballot.)^^ 

Cultural Development and Education 

Because of its separate racial origin, the Magyar language is entirely 
different from all others in Central-Eastern Europe. The first impres- 
sion of a foreigner listening to it is one of complete unintelligibility. 
The oldest written records in Magyar go back as far as the twelfth 
and thirteenth centuries. At Buda, sister city to Pest — ^together the 
present city of Budapest — ^books were printed as early as 1473. Janos 
Cseri of Apaca, born in Transylvania, a pupil of Descartes, wrote his 
books of philosophy in Magyar. The first Hungarian minstrel, Balint 
Balassa, created Hungarian lyrical poetry in the sixteenth century. 
Nicolaus Zrihyi, the great epic war-poet of the seventeenth century, 
wrote the first national war song. In the reign of Maria Theresa, sev- 
eral Hungarian guardsmen returned from Vienna full of new impres- 
sions and inaugurated a great revival in national Hungarian literature. 

In the nineteenth century, Ferenc Kazinczy initiated a movement for 
the reformation of the Magyar language. When the national Hun- 
garian struggle for liberty broke out in 1848-1849, a powerful array of 
talent arose in the service of liberty and poetry. Sandor Petdfi (1823- 
1849), who died on the battlefield at the age of 26, was the greatest of 
them. Some of his works have been translated into English {Selected 
Lyrics, and The Apostle, both New York, 1912). N. P. Endre Ady 
(1877-1919), the adored und popular champion of modern lyric poetry, 
took the role of Baudelaire and Verlaine in Hungarian literature with 
his strong temperament and irrepressible individuality. Imre Madach 
(1823-1908) wrote The Tragedy of Man, a. classic program piece of the 
Hungarian theater and a philosophic treasure of the Hungarians, as 
Faust is of the Germans. Ferenc Molnar is known the world over for 
his clever modern plays, 

Maurice Jokai (1825-1904) was the creator of Hungarian novels. His 
richly colored language, his narrative talent, and his friendly joviality 
are also available in translation {Blac\ Diamonds, New York, 1896; 
A Hungarian Nabob, New York, 1899). Kalman Mikszath (1849- 
1922) was a master of the lyric prose of realism and melancholy, a 
classic sculptor of Hungarian figures of a bygone day {St. Peter’s 
Umbrella, London, 1906). Ferenc Herzeg’s plays are often on the 

^^Beynon, E. D., “Migrations ot Hungarian Peasants,” The Geographical Review, XXVII 
(April, 1937), pp. 214-228, is a good survey of the social system of peasant Hungary. 
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program of Hungary’s theaters; he is a shrewd, keen-eyed sketcher of 
the middle class. Jend Heltai, poet and novelist, is a master of quiet, 
profound irony (Csardas, London, 1932). 

The homeland of Liszt can also boast of Ernst von Dphnanyi, whose 
pianoforte, chamber, and orchestral music is often performed in Amer- 
ica. Zoltan Kodaly has incorporated the rich Magyar folk music into 
his many beautiful compositions. Bela Bartok was the greatest of Hun- 
garian folksong enthusiasts. Franz Lehar is world-famous with his 
Merry Widow, The Count of Luxemburg, and Gipsy Love. 

Hungary’s over-production of intelligentsia was an outstanding post- 
war problem. A solution was sought in the numerus clausus, restrict- 
ing Jewish enrollment in the universities and higher schools to 5 per 
cent in the early twenties. The Jews, incidentally, dominated the cul- 
tural and commercial life of Hungary until anti-Semitic restrictions 
were put into eiJect. 

Political System 

When reading Hungarian accounts of the political system of Hun- 
gary, one must constantly guard against what we know in this country 
as “double talk.” Hungarian spokesmen describe their system as a 
“democracy” — and yet by all modern standards it is semi-feudal. Hun- 
gary has a parliament, but it is run by great landowners confirmed in 
their power by a law requiring public ballots in the rural districts (the 
first completely secret poll in Hungarian history was held in 1939). 
Hungary calls itself a Kingdom, although there is no king and no 
dynasty, and when Charles, the last Emperor of Austria-Hungary, tried 
to return to his Kingdom he was twice prevented from doing so by his 
“Regent,” Admiral Horthy. The latter, who ruled the country in the 
absence of a hypothetical king, insisted on wearing his admiral’s uni- 
form although Hungary has not even a seacoast. 

Until the appearance of the various National Socialist groups after 
1933, Hungarian politics could be interpreted in terms of the relation- 
ship between the magnates (great landed proprietors) and the more 
numerous gentry (or small landowning and official class) Between 
1867, the year of the Ausgleich, and the end of World War I, almost the 
only point at issue between these two groups was the question of Hun- 
gary’s relations with Austria. The Liberal Party (and especially the 
extreme Right, composed of the magnates and the higher Catholic 


good survey is Royal Institute o£ International Affairs, South-Eastern Europe (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 1939), pp. 57-66, 
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clergy) held to the Austrian connection as a safeguard of Hungarian 
independence, whereas the Party of Independence was more national- 
istic and wanted to get rid of the Habsburgs. Neither party was inter- 
ested in social reforms. 

When the Austro-Hungarian Empire was dissolved in 1918, Hungary 
first tried to save herself by forming a Socialist Republic under Count 
Michael Karolyi, who was unable to bring order out of chaos. Then 
the Communists, headed by the notorious Bela Kun and his “Lenin 
boys,” terrorized Hungary. The “White” Counter-Revolution was 
just as brutal. A Romanian army seized this occasion to march on 
Budapest to secure Romanian gains and laid the foundation for addi- 
tional antagonism between Magyars and Romanians. Finally the in- 
ternecine strife and bloody reprisals were brought under control by a 
conservative group under Admiral Horthy. Since Bela Kun was a Jew, 
this was made the pretext for growing anti-Semitism, culminating in 
Fascist measures, although many of the anti-Semites are of Jewish 
origin. (Imredy, the Hungarian Prime Minister who passed the first 
restrictive measures, had to resign because his opponent discovered that 
he was part-Jewish). The country was weak for a decade due to the 
successive “Red” and “White” terrors. At the end of 1919, the old 
reactionary political system was reinstated, except for the substitution of 
a Regent, Admiral Horthy, in place of the King. 

Horthy’ s Regime 

Nicholas Horthy de Nagybanya was born in 1868. He was com- 
mander of an Austrian cruiser squadron in World War I, fought the 
British in the Otranto Straits, and became Vice-Admiral in command 
of the Austrian fleet in 1918. He organized a White Army against the 
Hungarian Soviet Republic in 1919, defeated the Communists, and as- 
sumed the title of “Administrator of the Realm” in 1920. He twice 
balked attempts by ex-Emperor Charles of Austria to reclaim the throne 
(the second time by armed force). Horthy controlled Hungarian 
laws through the House of Lords, to which he named 43 members out- 
right and many more indirectly. His followers of the National Union 
Party completely dominated the Lower House. 

In 1919, during the Red and White Terrors of the civil wars, he came 
riding into Hungary on a white horse (a performance which he re- 
peated when Hungary re-acquired Transylvania). His powers were 
undefined. He issued decrees and appointed judges and other ofiicials. 
The Hungarian crown is a civil person in the eyes of the law, so that 
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while it exists the kingdom exists, regardless of whether or not there 
is a king in Budapest. In 1920 Horthy was elected regent for life. In 
1933 his powers were increased by conferring upon him the rights en- 
joyed by the king with regard to the dissolution, cloture, and adjourn- 
ment of parliament. 

Under Horthy there was only one real political platform in Hungary 
— the return of its “Lost Provinces,” a platform also accepted by all the 
Hungarian Nazis. All Hungarian political groups were committed to 
the restoration of “indivisible” Hungary, even though this would in- 
volve the unwilling return of non-Magyar minorities. 

This was in accord with the Hungarian nationalistic ideology: the 
Sacred Crown of St. Stephen is still the source of all law, and all lands 
ever ruled by the Crown of St. Stephen must be restored to the King- 
dom. Economic distress plus nationalistic pride emotionalized the 
eternal cry of the Hungarians for this “revisionism,” expressed in the 
slogan: “Nem, nem, soha!” (No, No, Never). The children of Hun- 
gary were taught to recite: “I believe in one God; I believe in one 
Fatherland; I believe in one divine hour coming; I believe in the resur- 
rection of Hungary. Amen.” This propaganda gained some sympa- 
thy in England, which receded when Hungary started to lean toward 
the Axis. Even the humblest peasant supported the program. 

After 1920, for the next twelve years, Hungary was governed by three 
magnate Prime Ministers: Count Teleki (July 1920-April 1921) ; Count 
Bethlen (April 1921-August 1931); and Count Guyla Karolyi (August 
1931-September 1932). They found their support in a Party of Na- 
tional Unity of the whole propertied class. 

During the five years after 1932, the gentry and middle-class elements 
began to predominate. General Gombds (1932-36) represented the 
gentry and strong anti-Legitimists. He showed marked sympathy with 
the rising power of Nazi Germany. On his death, he was succeeded 
by his former colleague, Daranyi, who was confronted by many Hun- 
garian National Socialist movements. Each of them appealed to the 
landless section of the population with promises of revolutionary 
agrarian and electoral reforms and offered the panacea of anti-Semitism 
to the official and professional classes (which were suffering from low 
incomes and a plethora of university-trained candidates for the very 
limited number of posts available). These local fascists found support 
among the poorest peasantry and workers, the anti-Semitic middle 
classes, the unemployed intellectuals, and the Army. Against them 
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were ranged the big landowners, the churches, the constitutionalists, 
the orthodox Social Democrats, and the Jews. 

The incorporation of Austria into the Reich in March, 1938, brought 
in the government of Dr. Imredy (1938-1939). Another aristocrat, 
Count Teleki, took his place in 1939. He declared his intention of 
carrying out Dr. Imredy’s policy, including the anti-Semitic and agrar- 
ian measures. But the German influence in Hungary’s internal affairs 
was increasing and the government was forced to make concessions to 
the German minority. 

Hungary Under Hitler’s Auspices 

In 1939, the “revisionist” policy of Hungary began to get results. 
Hungary lined up with Germany with a greedy eye on old possessions. 
The first dividend was paid in March, 1939, when Hungary grabbed 
Carpatho-Ruthenia as Germany swallowed Czechoslovakia. Then, in 
satisfying succession, came nearly two-thirds of Transylvania from 
Romania, and the Yugoslav Banat, granted to Hungary by Germany as 
a reward for letting German troops march through to invade Yugo- 
slavia in 1941. 

But there were disadvantages to being a satellite. His country’s 
treachery in aiding the invasion of her Yugoslav neighbor drove Count 
Paul Teleki to suicide. In 1942, after successful campaigns in Russia, 
Hungary’s troops met disaster supporting the German flank on the Don 
River before Stalingrad. Ten Hungarian divisions were lost in the 
winter slaughter and thereafter the Hungarian Army counted for little 
in Russia. 

Nazism, strange to say in view of Horthy’s alliance with Hitler, was 
anathema to Horthy and his reactionary followers. For them the rise 
of Nazism meant the ascendancy of the gutter element. But at the 
same time the Fuehrer represented the dynamic force in Europe that 
could change frontiers. Horthy and his friends swallowed their pride 
and joined the Nazis. But they paid a stiff price. Horthy put his 
country’s railways and munitions factories at Germany’s disposal and 
promised to aid the Germans in defending the Carpathians against the 
Russians, if the need arose. In 1944, that need did arise when Hitler 
moved his soldiers into Hungarian Transylvania to try to hold the 
passes against the victorious Red Army. But the Horthy regime was 
unwilling to be reminded of its 1940 bargain, since Horthy’s followers 
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were then urging him to adopt the Darlan-Victor Emmanucl-Badoglio 
strategy/® 

In 1944 the question came up how to make peace witli the Allies — 
and still to keep the territories acquired with Hitler’s help. But Hitler 
decided not to wait for Horthy’s change of mind. At 3 A.M., March 
19, 1944, German parachutists fluttered down in the dark on Budapest 
and other Hungarian airfields. On the fiftieth anniversary of the death 
of Hungary’s greatest nationalist and patriot, Louis Kossuth, German 
ground troops crossed Hungary’s borders and smashed resisting garri- 
sons. Horthy’s country was conquered by her erstwhile ally. 

The Germans first attempted to form a government under former 
Premier Bela Imredy, then settled on Field Marshal Doeme Sztojay, 
Hungarian Minister in Berlin, as Premier with a Cabinet of ten reliable 
collaborators. They took the place of Premier Nicholas Kallay’s gov- 
ernment. But the real authority, military and civil, rested with SS 
leader Dr. Edmund Veesenmayer, Field Marshal Baron Maximilian von 
Weichs (German commander-in-chief in the Balkans), and Hungarian 
industrialists. 

In 36 hours Hungary had lost every vestige of independence. Her 
fate was the inevitable outcome of tortuous, opportunist diplomacy, the 
same fate that confronted Bulgaria and Romania. 

In October, 1944, Horthy reached a conclusion, helped in his decision 
by the thud of Russian feet marching toward Budapest. On Octo- 
ber 15, the Budapest radio announced that the Regent had accepted 
Allied armistice terms. Three hours later, Horthy was overthrown 
and a new Hungarian alliance was proclaimed with Germany. A 
rabid Nazi, Ferenc Szalasi, was named Regent. The new puppet gov- 
ernment found itself beset on all sides. A reign of terror swept the 
Hungarian capital as the German press reported Admiral Horthy, his 
family, and close associates to be “enjoying the right of asylum” some- 
where in the Reich. By early November, Russian troops had reached 
panic-stricken Budapest in a four-pronged offensive. The city was 
completely encircled by December 27, and fell in February, 1945, after 
a three-month struggle. 

Meanwhile, on January 20, 1945, a new Hungarian Government, set 
up under Russian auspices m Debreczen, signed an armistice with Mos- 
cow. The terms included cession of all territorial gains since 1937 (sec- 
tions of Czechoslovakia, Romania and Yugoslavia) ; reparations ($300,- 


^®For Tibor Eckhardt’s aspects of this strategy, see Joseph S. Roucek, “The ‘Free’ Move- 
ments of Horthy’s Eckhardt and Austria’s Otto,” Public Opinion Quarterly, VII (Fall, 1943), 
pp. 466-476. 
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ooO;,ooo in commodities payable in six years — two-thirds to Russia, the 
rest to aggression victims) ; the establishment of an Allied Control 
Commission in Budapest; and a Hungarian declaration of war against 
Germany with a pledge of at least eight divisions. 
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CZECHOSLOVAKIA (1918-1945) 


Geopolitical Position 

HE “new” Czechoslovakia which appeared on the map of Europe 
after 1918 consists partly of the so-called “historical lands” of Bohemia, 
Moravia, and Silesia (constituent parts of the one-time Kingdom of 
Bohemia), and partly of Slovakia and Carpathian Russia (Ruthenia), 
both of which formerly belonged to Hungary. The historical lands 
were slightly increased at the expense of Germany by the addition of 
the district of Hlucin, and at the expense of Austria by the addition of 
the districts of Valtice and Vitoraz. On the other hand, by a decision 
of the Conference of Ambassadors of July 28, 1920, tlie eastern part of 
Silesia and a part of the Slovak districts of Spis and Orava were assigned 
to Poland. Carpathian Ruthenia was incorporated in the Republic as 
an autonomous territory. 

A description of Czechoslovakia is impossible without a series of con- 
tradictions. For example, Czechoslovakia was ranked among the 
minor states, and rightly so to a certain extent, for it was no bigger than 
Belgium or Holland from north to south. But from west to east it was 
as long as the whole of Germany from the frontiers of Bohemia to the 
Gulf of Danzig, or as England from the Orkneys to Plymouth, or as 
France from Calais to the Pyrenees, or as Italy from the Alps to the 
Gulf of Taranto. 

The line from west to east is very significant. It marks as great a 
distance in terms of civilization as would a line drawn from Manchester 
or Lille to the Caucasus. In the western part of the Republic, one finds 
the typical features of the whole northwest of Europe — extensive and 
highly specialized industry, intensive and rationalized agriculture, a life 
completely urbanized and even mechanized. But in passing from 
west to east, Czechoslovakia becomes steadily more rustic, picturesque, 
and primitive. In the extreme eastern part, one could walk for days 
through ancient forests, armed with a gun against bears, without meet- 
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ing a single soul beyond an occasional herdsman or seeing more thar 
an occasional hamlet of wooden cottages, akin to the remotest villages 
of Russia. The distance between Prague and Carpathian Russia repre- 
sents a greater disparity in civilization than could be found in any other 
country of Europe. 

The Czechoslovak Republic is situated on the great watershed be- 
tween the Black, Baltic, and North Seas, approximately in the geo- 
graphical center of Europe. In shape it resembles a long wedge with 
the thick end in the west and the thin end in the east. Its location in 
the center of Europe placed it at the very heart of history’s m^lee. 
Many collisions of races, of cultures, of ideas have involved this area. 
The northern frontier of the Roman Empire passed through it; migrat- 
ing tribes of Gauls, Germans, and Slavs poured over its frontier heights. 
It was here that Turkish and Tartar incursions from the Orient were 
halted. Here in the sixteenth century stood the eastern bulwark of 
Roman culture, and here in the twentieth century, just as it happened a 
thousand years ago, the Eastern and Western Churches came into con- 
tact. Here also arose the Reformation, and the war broke out on this 
soil between southern Catholicism and northern Protestantism which 
practically exterminated the nation and swept its culture away. 

Surrounded by far more powerful and belligerent states, the fron- 
tiers of Czechoslovakia shook before the battering-rams of conquerors. 
Sometimes these frontiers were thrust forward to the shores of the 
Baltic or again down to the Mediterranean, in order that the nation 
might secure breathing space after the pressure to which it had been 
subjected. Two historical events illuminate the honor and the tragedy 
of this central situation: first, the Hussite Wars, in which a nation of 
peasants armed with flails succeeded in defending their country against 
the world; second, a few decades later, the ideas of King George of 
Podebrady, who drew up a scheme not unlike the League of Nations 
in the fifteenth century. 

Here, too, in a way were situated the crossroads of nature. No geo- 
logical age left this small land untouched. The border of the southern 
region of wine, maize, and tobacco extends to the very threshold of the 
forests of the north. Most prominent of all, however, the face of the 
earth bears witness to the toil of men for a thousand years. Every inch 
of soil is intensively tilled and utilized. A concentrated chessboard of 
fields sweeps unbroken over hill and dale to the frontiers. 

Czechoslovakia has often been hailed as a new nation. Yet in 1929 
it was able to celebrate the thousandth anniversary of the old Czech 
state— a state older than that of William the Conqueror. Hus and 
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Comenius bear witness to the high level of Czech culture at the 
threshold of the modern era, but it was only one hundred years ago 
that this same nation again began to re-create a literature of its own. 
At the time when Voltaire and Lessing were writing, the Czechs did 
not even possess spelling-books for their children in their own language. 
The schools were German and the towns were Germanized. Only the 
villages preserved the national tongue — and they were villages of serfs. 
Eighty years ago Prague did not possess a Czech theater. Sixty years 
ago the ancient Czech University at Prague was recalled to life. 

The population of Czechoslovakia is composed largely of workers and 
peasants, that is, of people bound to the land and to sources of produc- 
tion. In essence, it is a nation of “stay-at-homes” rather than adven- 
turers. Yet its sons fought for the liberty of their country in both 
World Wars on the battlefields of Serbia, in Lombardy, in the Argonne, 
in the Urals, in Siberia, in the Near East, in Africa, in England. 

During the last few centuries, the Czechs and Slovaks have had to 
struggle, consciously and desperately, for their national existence and 
for their language against the Austrian Germans and the Magyars un- 
der Habsburg rule. It was an exhausting, embittered, daily fight 
against de-nationalization and humiliation. During both World Wars, 
their burdens were increased by brutal regimes of terror, by mass exe- 
cutions, and by prisons filled with Czechs and Slovaks from the leaders 
of the nation down to women and children. 

On October 28, 1919, this nation of rebels won its freedom but took 
no revenge. Two or three days after the revolution, the Czechoslovak 
Government offered seats in die Convention Parliament to the German 
minority which, however, refused all cooperation. 

These general lines of Czechoslovakia’s historical, geographical, and 
political development should be kept in mind by all who desire a real 
understanding of Czechoslovakia’s problems after 1918. 

Formation of the New State 

Czechoslovakia came into existence as an independent state on 
October 28, 1918, as a consequence of the revolt of Czechs and Slovaks 
both abroad and at home against the Austro-Hungarian Empire — a 
revolt which accelerated the collapse of the Habsburg Monarchy. 
From the standpoint of its founders, the Republic was the fruit of the 
revolutionary will of the Czechoslovak people to gain independence and 
unity. This motive was propounded by Professor Thomas G. Masaryk 
at the beginning of the First World War, when he organized revolu- 
tionary activities against the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. He became 
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che leader of this revolution not only because he embodied the will of 
the people but primarily because he gave the Czechoslovak cause a 
constructive ideology related to the war efforts of the Allies. For 
Masaryk the First World War was a world revolution in which the ideals 
of humanitarianism and democracy struggled against autocratic prin- 
ciples, a fight against oppression and obsolete privileges of all kinds. 
Such a contest inevitably evoked a responsive echo from Czech history, 
rooted as it is in the evolution of democratic ideas and humanitarian 
aims culminating in the self-determination of small nations. Hence 
the Czechoslovak legionnaires in Siberia, France, and Italy fought not 
only for the freedom of their nation, but also for world-wide recognition 
of the precepts of freedom, justice, and equality. Masaryk taught that 
the French, English, American, and Italian democracies had to win and 
that Czechoslovakia’s future depended on democracy in action. 

The development of Czechoslovakia between 1918 and 1938 was based 
on the continuity of the moral principles and democratic policies 
fostered under the leadership of President Masaryk and Minister of 
Foreign Afiairs Dr. Eduard Benes, who became President in 1935. 
These two men were united not only by the affinity of their ideological 
convictions but also by the bonds of sincere personal friendship. They 
held office for a longer period than any other European statesmen after 
World War I, a fact which gave the Republic unusual stability during 
its formative years, j^lt is true that Czechoslovakia’s dependence on tire 
democracies at the time of Munich brought the country to the brink of 
destruction. But despite this temporary set-back, Benes continued to 
cooperate with Great Britain, dre United States, and the Soviet Union 
and refused to collaborate with the forces of aggressive Nazism, thereby 
paving the way for Czechoslovakia’s resurrection from the grave of 
Munich in World War II.^ 

Thanks to a series of fortunate circumstances and particularly to the 

his speech, “What Are We Fighting for?” delivered at the Chicago Stadium, May 23, 
1943 (reprinted in: Czechoslovak Sources and Documents, No. 4, August, 1943, President 
Benes on War and Peace, New York: The Czechoslovak Information Service, 1943, pp. 71-80), 
President Benes expressed this as follows: “It was our fate m Czechoslovakia to be a citadel of 
democracy placed next to a powerful country whose leaders believed in the totalitarian order. 

. . . European democracy failed to realize its peril in time. . . . We in Czechoslovakia paid a 
very high price for the extra year of so-called peace which the Munich decree gave to Europe. 
We do not say that the price was too high. We accepted the democratic way of life . . . 
(But) democracy has a genuine hatred of war. ... We had to face the Anglo-Saxon hatred 
of war at the ume of the Munich crisis . . . Through their own blundering and evil inten- 
tions the Axis Powers have brought into being the grand alliance known as the United Nations 
which is bound to be triumphant to the end ... It will be triumphant because the spirit of 
humanity and the trend of historical events are on its side. ... We believe that the war 
collaboration with the Soviet Union will bring the United Nations into post-war collaboration 
in peace and democracy . . 
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well-conducted revolutionary movement that resulted in its establish- 
ment, the Czechoslovak state was represented at the Peace Conference 
which met in Paris in January, 1919. Its authority was based on recog- 
nition by the Allied Powers, which had already virtually agreed on the 
frontiers of die future state. Negotiations regarding Czechoslovak ter- 
ritorial demands were conducted smoothly, on the whole. The “his- 
torical” boundaries of the Czech lands were accepted and Slovakia was 
incorporated in the new state. Carpathian Ruthenia was added, at the 
request of its population, in the form of an autonomous territory. 

Constitutional Democracy 

Masaryk’s democratic ideology met with an enthusiastic response 
among the masses and was expressed in the temporary Constitution of 
November, 1918, which established a democratic Republic and abolished 
privileges of nobility, birth, and class. 

The Constitution in its final form, voted by the National Assembly on 
February 29, 1920, was to have the distinction of being the only charter 
of its kind in Central Europe to survive for two subsequent decades. 
In the surrounding countries, constitutions were radically modified or 
abolished. The fundamental law of Czechoslovakia was framed under 
the influence of Masaryk’s ideology of “humanitarian nationalism.” 
Copied in part from the United States Constitution, it was redolent of 
Jeffersonian ideals of democracy and government l^y the consent of the 
governed. But it was also modernized by a strong dash of nationalism 
and socialism.^ 

The Constitution created a centralized rather than a federative state. 
Only the territory of Carpathian Ruthenia was guaranteed extensive 
autonomy. The latter’s population was composed largely of Ukrain- 
ians, for the most part illiterate in 1919, as a consequence of Magyar 
oppression. Prague therefore never established a Ukrainian Diet 
(until after Munich), fearing that it would be dominated by the well- 
organized Hungarians and Jews, although a modest autonomy was 
granted by the appointment of local governors from the very begin- 
ning. The first governor was an American of Ukrainian extraction, 
but in 1923 a native Ukrainian succeeded to the office. 

The legislative power in Czechoslovakia was granted to two houses 
of parliament elected by popular vote: deputies for a term of six years, 
senators for eight. The President of the Republic was elected by both 
houses of Parliament, sitting in joint session, for a term of seven years. 
The Constitution permitted only two presidential terms, but an excep- 


^The text can be found in International Conciliation, October, 1922, No. 179. 
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tion was made to permit President Masaryk to be re-elected as long as 
he would accept office. He served for seventeen years. 

The Cabinet, appointed by the President, was made responsible to 
the Chamber of Deputies, while the Senate was to exercise the func- 
tions of amendment and moderation. A permanent committee — two- 
thirds of the members taken from the House of Deputies and one-third 
from the Senate — was to take the place of the National Assembly dur- 
ing its vacations. The presidential powers were subordinated to those 
of the Assembly. 

In addition to a special section devoted to the so-called “fundamental 
rights and liberties of citizens,” an outstanding chapter of the Constitu- 
tion was devoted to safeguards for racial and religious minorities. In 
general, it incorporated the provisions of international treaties for the 
protection of minorities.^ 


Politics 

As far as the Czechs were concerned (and, to a large extent, the 
Slovaks also), Czechoslovakia was a real progressive democracy — the 
only one east of Switzerland. Its political system was as firmly estab- 
lished as any in Europe up to Munich. 

Voting was based on proportional representation, as in France. 
Parties presented their lists all over the country. The votes they gained 
in each constituency were added together and seats in Parliament were 
allotted according to the total number of votes in the country. Since 
the parties nominated their own candidates and arranged their names 
according to a specific order on “bound lists,” the ruling cliques of the 
parties had enormous power. 

This was one of the evils of Czech political life.^ The voters could 
choose only among the “bound lists” of the different parties, and could 
not vote as they liked, in the American fashion, ‘for individual candi- 
dates or groups of candidates other than those represented by the lists. 
Party membership cards played far too important a part in securing 
civil service and private jobs. All big political parties possessed a com- 
plicated apparatus of organization which touched the interests of the 

very useful short summary of the accomplishments of Czechoslovakia’s democracy is 
Brackett Lewis, Democracy in Czechoslova\ia (New York: American Friends of Czechoslovakia, 
1941). For more about the problem of Czechoslovakia’s minorities, see Joseph S. Roucek, The 
Working of the Minority System under the League of Nations (Prague: Orbis, 1928) ; Joseph 
S. Roucek, “Czechoslovakia and Her Minorities,” chapter IX, pp. 171-192, in Czechoslovakia: 
Twenty Years of Independence, edited by R. J. Kerner (Berkeley, California: University of 
California Press, 1940). 

^Roucek, Joseph S., “The Working of Czechoslovak Constitutional Democracy,” World 
Affairs Interpreter, VIII (July, 1937), pp. 157-167. 
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electorate at all points. They owned daily papers and possessed strong 
economic organizations (building, production, and consumer coop- 
erative societies). 

Proportional representation — ^theoretically the most advanced and 
progressive democratic system possible — ^had another disadvantage. It 
greatly increased the number of parties by giving representation to small 
minorities. In all, there were over twenty significant parties. Slo- 
vaks, Germans, Hungarians, and Poles each had tlieir own parties and 
their own deputies in Parliament, and could vote for them even when 
they lived in predominantly Czech districts. 

The system, therefore, gave protection to national minorities. But it 
meant also that no one party was ever strong enough to form a govern- 
ment by itself. The Government of Czechoslovakia was government 
by coalition. The Prime Minister usually belonged to the strongest 
party at the time. The other Ministries were assigned to the parties 
according to their electoral strength. This meant that the ideological 
program of each party was modified in practice and that the govern- 
ment acted according to compromises worked out among the parties 
represented in it. Since all Cabinet decisions had to be unanimous, 
every measure had to be more or less satisfactory to Socialists, Catho- 
lics, town workers, and farmers as well as to Czechs, Slovaks, and Ger- 
mans. (The Communists, the Poles, and the Hungarians were con- 
sistently in opposition — ^joined at times by other groups — the Germans, 
the Slovak Autonomists, and other minor elements.) The result was 
that no party was ever satisfied. But the country, as a whole, carried 
out its political processes with a minimum of upheaval and without 
sudden changes. Continuity in the Presidency also helped to main- 
tain stability. 

There were eleven Cabinets from 1918 to 1938, but only seven Prime 
Ministers. One of them was a Social Democrat (Tusar), one a Czech 
Socialist (Benes), and the last four were Agrarians (Svehla, Udrzal, 
Malypetr, and Hodza). 

The complications of operating a multi-party coalition, and of reach- 
ing acceptable compromises on a multitude of policies, laws, and ap- 
pointments, led to the formation of a council of party leaders. Called 
the “Five” or the “Seven” (according to the number of parties in the 
coalition at the time), it had no constitutional standing but its decisions 
were invariably accepted and given legal form by Parliament or Cabinet 
as necessary. Although this shadow cabinet was criticized as an im- 
democratic institution, it actually represented the decisions of the parties 
participating in the government and made the coalition system work- 
able. 
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The composition of the four Parliaments from 1919 to 1935 was as 
follows:® 



April 

November 

October 

May 


19x0 

192-5 

19x9 

2935 

CZECHOSLOVAK PARTIES: 





Agrarian(a) 

40 

46 

46 

45 

Social Democratic(b) 

74 

2-9 

39 

38 

Progressive Socialist 

3 




Czech Socialist(c) 

X 4 

x8 

32- 

x8 

National Democratic(d) 

19 

23 

25 

17 

National Union 



3 


Trades and Crafts 

6 

32 

IX 

17 

Czechoslovak CatholicCe) 

XI 

2-3 

2-5 

XX 

Slovak Catholic® 

IX 


19 

XX 

Fascist 


* 


6 


199 

183 

I9I 

195 

OTHER PARTIES: 





CommunistCg) 


42 

30 

30 

Sudeten German(h) 




44 

German Socialist Democratic 

31 

17 

XI 

II 

‘ ‘ Agrarian 

13 

H 

16 

5 

“ Christian Socialist 


13 

14 

6 

“ Nationalist 

IX 

10 

7 


“ National Socialist 

5 

7 

8 


“ Democratic 

i 




“ Trades 

• • A 


3 


Hungarian NationalO) 

I 


4 


“ Christian SocialistCO 

... 1 5 

4 

5 

9 

Hungarian-German Social Democrats 

4 




Independent 


I 

I 



8x 

117 

109 

105 


(a) Founded 1899; its leader, Antonin Svehla, was Prime Minister and 19x6-19x9; 

he died in 1933. 

(b) The chief worker’s party, founded 1878; early members were persecuted by Austria; work- 
ingmen obtained the right to vote only in 1896. 

(c) Founded in 1896 with a Socialist program, but one which rejected Marxism. Member- 
ship consisted largely of the upper working classes, office employees and some professional 
people. It had a strong women's section. Dr. Benes belonged to this group. 

(d) Founded in 1918, it represented largely the interests of industry, financial circles, property 
owners; its leader Dr. Kramaf was Prime Minister during the Constitutional Assembly. This 
party combined with the National Union before the 1935 elections. 

(e) Founded in i9ix, the leader was Msgr. bramek, who became Prime Minister of the Czecho- 
slovak government-in-exile in London in World War 11 . The Catholic clerical parties were 
the only ones unable to unite Czech and Slovak wings in one party. 

(f) Founded in 1918, it was always the strongest party in Slovakia; it included X’ Deputies 
of the Ruthenian party, i of the united Polish parties, and i of the Slovak Protestant Party. 

(g) Split off from the Social Democratic Party in 19x1, but lost voces heavily. 

(h) The party of German Nationalists with a Nazi form of organization and propaganda. 
Founded and W by Konrad Henlein; it secured 56% of the German-speaking votes in 1935. 

(i) Represented together about 60% of the Hungarian vote, the remainder being scattered 
among the Agrarian, Social Democratic, and Communist Parties. 

® Based on Brackett Lewis, Democracy in Czechoslopakia, pp. 14-15. 
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Several tendencies in the alignment of parties in the various coali- 
tions during the first two decades are worth noting. The Social Demo- 
cratic (Workers’) Party was overwhelmingly the strongest in the first 
election, and its leader Tusar was the first Premier. It lost heavily 
when its Marxist wing seceded in 1921 to form the Communist Party, 
but recovered later and constituted the third largest group in the last 
Parliament. The Communist Party won the second largest representa- 
tion in its first parliamentary elections (1925), but later fell to fourth 
place. The Agrarian Party grew gradually, even after the death of its 
founder and Premier, Svehla, and was the largest group in Parliament, 
after 1925. It also attracted members from the city populations because 
of its power and its non-socialist tendencies. 

The various nationalities in the population of the Republic were fairly 
represented in the House of Deputies, as can be seen in the following 
table: 


(The last two columns give the proportion of the last House belonging to each nationality 


and their proportion of the total population.)® 



19x0 

19x5 

Czechoslovaks 

... 199 

X07 

Germans 

73 

75 

Hungarians 

9 

10 

Ruthenians 


6 

Polish 


X 

Jews 




i8i 300 


^Ibid,, p. 17. 




Proportion 


19x9 

1935 

of Deputies 

Population 



Per Cent 

Per Cent 

X08 

106 

68 66 

66 9 

73 

72. 

X4.00 

XX. 3 

8 

10 

3-33 

4.8 

6 

8 

X 67 

3.8 

3 

X 

0.67 

0 6 

X 

X 

0 67 

1-3 


3cx> 300 100 99.7 


Note, however, that not all of the deputies of minor nationalities sat 
in Parliament for their separate national parties. Some of them repre- 
sented the larger general parties: Social Democratic or Communist. 
The table indicates that Germans and Poles had a slightly larger repre- 
sentation in the Lower House than their proportion of the total popula- 
tion would warrant. 

The same plan of proportional representation applied to provincial, 
district, and town administrations. In the Provincial Board of Bo- 
hemia, there were 83 Czechs and 37 Germans; in that of Moravia and 
Silesia, 44 Czechs, 14 Germans, and i Pole; in Slovakia, 49 Slovaks and 
5 Hungarians; in Ruthenia, 16 Ruthenes and 2 Hungarians. In 46 
districts and 3,363 towns, Germans were in the majority in the govern- 
ing councils and the Czechs and Slovaks had only a minor voice in 
public affairs. As a matter of fact, complaints by Czech minorities in 
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German-speaking communities about their treatment in the use of 
school or relief funds were as loud as those of the German minority 
groups elsewhere. 

In spite of Czechoslovakia’s basic differences in national, religious, 
social, and economic elements, her parliamentary system functioned 
successfully and gave the Republic one of the most stable governmental 
forms in Europe under the mellowed leadership of Masaryk. But “The 
Grand Old Man” of Czechoslovakia was well advanced in years in the 
second decade of his country’s independence and decided to retire. 

Benes Ta\€s Up Masary1(s Tas\ 

The Presidential standard was slowly hauled down from the tower 
of Lany Castle at one o’clock on December 14, 1935, as the signal that 
Masaryk had resigned the Presidential office he had held for seventeen 
years. Recommending Dr. Benes as his successor, the President said 
in his resignation : “Four times I have been elected President of the Re- 
public. This fact may give me the right to ask you . . . always to 
remember tlrat states can be maintained only by respecting those ideals 
which brought them into being.” Justice, he emphasized, must “be 
equal for all citizens regardless of race and religion.” 

The title “President Liberator” was conferred upon him by the Cabi- 
net and there was a solemn feeling throughout the nation that a memo- 
rable chapter in Czechoslovakia’s history had closed. Parliament 
granted him the use of Lany Castle for his lifetime and a continuation 
of the emoluments he received as President. The 85-year-old Masaryk 
was happy that the destinies of his country had been placed in the 
hands of Benes, in whom he had had supreme faith since the outbreak 
of the First World War had brought them together. 

Of all the creators of Czechoslovakia, Benes in western eyes was the 
greatest after Masaryk himself. This little man, slender, alert, with 
cool eyes, a teetotaler and non-smoker, served the robust young democ- 
racy from its birth in 1918 right down to 1938 — twenty years without 
a break. He was Foreign Minister for seventeen years and President 
for three. 

Benes was an international figure of world-wide reputation, holding 
such positions as General Rapporteur of the Geneva Disarmament Con- 
ference and President of the League of Nations. In 1931 he was the 
only statesman in Geneva who protested the Japanese aggression against 
China on behalf of the idea of collective security. He also created the 
Little Entente, an anti-Hungarian alliance with Yugoslavia and Ro- 
mania, and the alliance with Russia was concluded under his Presi- 
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dency. He was responsible for Czechoslovakia’s steady orientation 
France and England as a sincere and devoted friend of the Westei 
democracies. In short, he was the best-known European after Brian 
a pillar of the League, and the foremost spokesman of the small n 
tions in international gatherings. 

To understand Dr. Eduard Benes, it is necessary to review his caree 
The son of simple Czech peasants, he was the youngest of ten childre 
His older brother, Vojta Benes (who helped to organize the Czech' 
Slovak National Council of America in World War I as he did durir 
World War II), helped him to get an education. In 1905, at the age < 
21, Benes left Prague to study in Paris, London, Berlin, and finally i 
Dijon, where he received his doctorate in 1908. His student days he 
to explain his pro-French sympathies.’^ He then taught economics i 
the Czechoslovak National Academy in Prague, and at the age of : 
he was appointed lecturer in sociology in the Charles University ( 
Prague. 

In 1914 he met Masaryk, and Benes, also a savant although only : 
years old, became Masaryk’s closest collaborator. When the latter wei 
abroad to organize revolution, Benes at first remained behind to kee 
open the line of communications between Prague and Masary 
through Switzerland. Through spies in strategic places and frienc 
banded together in a secret society, “Maffia,” he kept Masaryk informe 
of Austria’s moves. He split postcards into halves and inserted ciph( 
messages between them, having them joined together by a bookbinde 
He also received the latest news from the Austrian Ministry of the Ii 
terior, as the Minister’s valet was a sympathizer who pilfered stai 
secrets. With his help, the details of the mysterious proceedings of th 
Vienna Ministerial Council appeared a few days later in the enem 
press, much to the consternation of the Austrian leaders. A broke 
leg saved Benes from service in the Austrian army. When he bega 
to be suspected by the Austrian police, he escaped to Switzerland wit 
the help of a forged passport. 

His . new task was to make the Allies conscious of Czechoslovak!; 
and Benes did a highly successful job on the lecture platform, in new; 
papers, salons. Masonic lodges, foreign offices, and university circle; 
Whereas Masaryk was the beloved philosopher and spiritual architec 
.of his people’s house of liberty, it was BeneS the indefatigable. Bene 
the hard-headed and thick-skinned, Benes the mercurial, whp sat o] 

"^For BeiK^ career and ideology, see Joseph S. Roucek, “Eduard Benes,” Socid Science, \ 
.(April, 1935), p. 2000, and “Fiftieth Anniversary Birthday of Dr. Eduard Benes,” World Affair 
Interpreter, V (July, 1934), pp. 154-158, and “Eduard Benes as a Sociologist,” Sociology an^ 
^Sp€iplJ^S€arch, ‘ZS^ (Scptemb^:Oc.tobc^ 1938) 18-24. 
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Balfour’s doorstep, who tirelessly haunted Clemenceau, who pestered 
Lord Robert Cecil, who beleaguered Lord Derby until he' had obtained 
formal assurance from each of them that they would recognize an in- 
dependent Czechoslovak army. He and Masaryk won their big vic- 
tory when the establishment of an independent Czechoslovakia became 
a cardinal point in the peace terms laid down by English and French 
leaders and by President Wilson. By the time Benes was 35 years- oldy 
he was on intimate terms with the leading statesmen of Europe and 
used this acquaintance to very good advantage at the Paris Peace Con- 
ference and in post-war international conferences. 

Benes had a few vociEerous opponents at home (after 1918), people 
resentful of his position as the Republic’s “peripatetic Foreign Minister” 
and as the most influential personality next to Masaryk. His unremit- 
ting labors on behalf of the League of Nations and international under- 
standing, so necessary for the preservation of a small country, turned 
out tragically when France, die country which Benes trusted most, 
helped to sell Czechoslovakia “down the river” at Munich. The most 
tragic figure of the whole grim drama, Benes bore himself with dignity 
and unflinching fortitude to the end. 

Benes could not know diat the departure of Masaryk from the 
Czechoslovak Presidency was also a concluding phase of the era of 
democratic idealism in Europe. With Masaryk’s death on September 
14, 1937, there passed the last great leader who had hoped that an era 
of collective security, international cooperation, and enlightened na- 
tionalism could transform the slaughterhouse tendencies of Europe into 
the sweet reasonableness of internationalism. 

Czechoslovak Resources 

The Republic has a variety of scenery and natural resources. The 
mountain-rimmed Bohemian plateau counterbalances the mountainous 
and heavily forested eastern sections, with river valleys leading down to 
the Hungarian plain. The country’s natural resources are represented 
first and foremost by deposits of pit-coal and lignite which give some 
districts — ^particularly those around Moravska-Ostrava and Most — a 
typical mining aspect. In fact, with the exception of platinum, Czecho- 
slovakia has practically every useful mineral, including iron ore (pro- 
duced chiefly in Slovakia), copper, silver, lead, and gold. An impor- 
tant source of radium ores as well as of finished radium is world-famous 
Jachymov (Joachimsthal). Salt is found in Carpathian Ruthenia and 
in Slovakia, and the output almost suffices to meet the needs of home 
consumption. China clay of excellent quality found in northwestern 
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Bohemia gave rise to a famous porcelain industry, centered around 
Karlovy Vary (Carlsbad), a fashionable health resort for Europe’s rul- 
ing houses and aristocracy since 1795. Naphtha, obtained in Moravia 
and Slovakia, is used mainly for the production of heavy lubricant oils. 

Czechoslovakia benefits by having more or less of an equilibrium be- 
tween agriculture and industry. Industrial output is somewhat more 
important than agricultural output in the wekern part of the Republic, 
but agriculture predominates in Slovakia and particularly in Carpathian 
Ruthenia. 

Czechoslovakia contains almost 100 per cent of the porcelain indus- 
try of the former Austro-Hungarian Empire, 92 per cent of its sugar 
industry, 92 per cent of its glass industry, 87 per cent of its barley out- 
put, 75 per cent of its cotton industry, and 46 per cent of its alcohol 
production. As to the mineral resources of the former Monarchy, 
three-fourths of the coal output, two-thirds of the graphite beds, almost 
all of the silver mines, and the chief gold mines are in Czechoslovak 
territory. 

The capacity of Czechoslovak industries was gready in excess of 
home consumption until 1938, so that the country depended principally 
on its industries for its favorable balance of trade. Czechoslovak ex- 
ports exceeded imports by $35,000,000 in 1937. From Prague came 
machinery and refined sugar. Brno (Brunn), the capital of Moravia, 
exported textiles and the excellent light arms produced in the Czecho- 
slovak Arms Manufacturing Company plant. Bustling Moravska-Os- 
trava, in Silesia, was the Czech Pittsburg. Bratislava, the capital of 
Slovakia, was the site of the Nobel dynamite works. Plzen (Pilsen) 
workers brewed the world-famous Pilsen beer and produced heavy 
machinery, locomotives, and railroad equipment in the main Skoda 
foundry. At Zlin (near Brno) was located the mammoth shoe factory 
of the Bata family, whose competition so greatly disturbed America’s 
high tariff advocates in 1938. Glass-making had been a famous Bo- 
hemian industry since the sixteenth century and thousands of workers 
in north Bohemia were engaged in it. The manufacture of glass bijou- 
terie was important also, especially glass beads exported to Africa, 
America, and elsewhere. The textile trade was highly developed and 
the musical instruments and laces turned out in the Ore Mountains are 
known all over the world. 

All in all, some 75 per cent of the whole industrial plant of the former 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy was located in Czechoslovakia. This was 
not, however, entirely advantageous to the Republic, since it created 
extremely complex problems of customs barriers between the points of 
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production and those o£ former consumption, of competition with new 
industries on former Austro-Hungarian territory which used to con- 
sume Czech-made goods, and of finding new markets to replace the 
old. Hence Czechoslovakia was most anxious for international agree- 
ments which would make frontiers less of an obstacle to trade and per- 
sonal travel. The Czechoslovaks imported Swedish alloying metals, 
American cotton and copper, and East Indian rubber, and exported 
Czech glassware and shoes to India, South America, and the United 
States. The railway system taken over from Austria-Hungary was an 
economic handicap, as it was built when the centers of communications 
were Vienna and Budapest. Czechoslovakia therefore has no railroads 
or roads running the length of the country. But these difficulties were 
somewhat offset by the internationalization of the Danube, and the 
country was given special Elbe River privileges with a free port at 
Hamburg. 


Social Policies 

When the Czechoslovak people, hitherto subjected to Habsburg rule, 
organized an army of over 100,000 volunteers and offered their services 
to the Allies in World War I, they did so not only to re-establish their 
own national freedom through the victory of the Allies but also to cre- 
ate a democratic country where farmers, workers and the middle class 
could assert themselves. Most Czechoslovaks looked forward to a pro- 
gressively more democratic social system. One of the first laws enacted 
by the Prague Parliament when the country was established in 1918 
was the Land Reform Law. This law abolished the old feudal land 
system and land was redistributed among those who were eager to cul- 
tivate it, so that over half a million new farmers were created. The 
limit of independent ownership was 150 hectares of arable land. The 
original owners were reimbursed on the basis of the average value of 
1913 to 1915. The land thus acquired by the state was sold to 235,000 
landless cottagers, craftsmen, and soldiers; 415,000 people who had 
less than 25 acres were allowed to round out their holdings. These 
owners then formed the backbone of the Agrarian Party, which devel- 
oped an agricultural policy of self-sufficiency with rigorously restricted 
imports and controlled exports. 

The Land Reform also had other repercussions on the internal and 
foreign policies of the country. Since practically all of the Czech no- 
bility was wiped out or exiled in 1620-1621 and the new aristocracy was 
German or Himgarian in language and sympathies, the representatives 
of these minorities charged that the whole plan was designed to dispos- 
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sess them and made frequent complaints to the League of Nations. 
Another complaint was that German applicants were intentionally 
overlooked in making allotments. This might have been true, but the 
point was that the Germans were concentrated in mountainous dis- 
tricts along the German frontier, where arable land was limited and 
where there were few large estates to be divided. 

Another important reform created a system of social insurance which 
covered all wage earners and salaried persons, both men and, women. 
The ramifications of social welfare, under the supervision of provincial 
headquarters and supported by the Ministry of Social Welfare, touched 
every town of the Republic with mothers’ clinics, the feeding and cloth- 
ing of undernourished children, and a multitude of other activities. 
All employees, moreover, had medical care at the expense of their in- 
surance funds. Czechoslovakia’s system of social insurance was so 
highly regarded that it served as a model for the systems introduced in 
France, Greece, and elsewhere. The father of the Czechoslovak sys- 
tem, Prof. Dr. Emil Schoenbaum, developed social insurance in many 
Latin American countries after 1939. 

The government did not tend to develop a top-heavy business struc- 
ture. Nine-tenths of die 718,000 industrial establishments employed 
from one to five persons each; only some 2 per cent of the total em- 
ployed more than twenty persons each. Possibly two-thirds of the 
income-producing wealth of the country belonged to companies em- 
ploying less than twenty persons. The Bata shoe factories were the 
only undertaking based on complete employer individualism of the 
Henry Ford variety. 

Practically all workers belonged to unions, and “work committees” of 
employees were recognized by law. There were labor courts, and the 
work week was limited to forty-eight hours. The worker and the 
employer contributed in equal amounts to a health-insurance fund and 
there were various provisions for accident and old-age insurance. Boys 
under 16 and girls under 18 years of age could not be employed at heavy 
labor; no one under 16 and no woman could be employed in minin g 
or other dangerous occupations. One week’s holiday with pay each 
year was assured to all persons in any employment. 

The struggle against unemployment included valiant efforts to reg ain 
or discover new foreign markets, organized assistance to foreign trade, 
the financing of a large number of public works, and tax concessions 
for private building and repair activities. The larger cities organized 
labor corps of unemployed young men 18 to 24 years of age, who 



CZECHOSLOVAKIA 


353 


worked on parks, sport fields, and other non-competitive undertakings. 
Remuneration was in the form of goods and a small allowance, and the 
boys continued to live at home. Many industries were linked up with 
an extensive network of agricultural cooperative societies, made up of 
one-third of all landowners. Another great network of consumers’ 
cooperatives served 886,000 people in the cities and towns. They were 
grouped in five central associations, one of which was German for the 
German-speaking part of the population. 

Education 

The low state of literacy was a sad inheritance from the Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy. In the Slovak province of Czechoslovakia, for 
instance, as many as 57 per cent could not read and write. It was the 
conscious policy of the Hungarian feudal lords to keep the people in 
ignorance on the premise that as long as they were ignorant they would 
remain powerless. During the twenty years of Czechoslovakia’s inde- 
pendence, practically every other Slovak community received a new 
school. 

During the post-war years, considerable international attention was 
drawn to the Sokol Congresses, scheduled every six years. The Czecho- 
slovak Sokol, oldest gymnastic organization in the world, was founded 
in 1862 by the philosophers Dr. Miroslav Tyrs and Dr. Jindfich Fugner. 
The name Sokol (meaning falcon) was adopted because it is the tradi- 
tional name and symbol for Czech folksong heroes. During the years 
of Habsburg dominance, Sokol groups helped to keep Czech national- 
ism alive. When the First World War broke out, their members filtered 
into Allied armies and formed Sokol legions to fight against their old 
masters. During the two decades of Czechoslovakia, the 460,000 male 
members were welded together by means of adult education, gymnastic 
training, and democratic spirit, constituting a storehouse of well- 
trained manpower for their country’s army of 180,000 men. All in ail, 
the Sokol numbered some 800,000 men, women, and children — one out 
of every 20 in the population — organized in 3,265 local branches. 
Their periodic public performances in flashing uniforms — shirts of 
Garibaldi red, gray Czech jackets, and little round red capes with falcon 
feathers slung from their left shoulders — ^never failed to arouse national 
enthusiasm. 

The Sokols were just one branch of the numerous educational activi- 
ties of the country. In line with Masaryk’s unceasing emphasis on the 
preservation of democracy through universal education, the Republic 
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established middle-school and university education in Slovakia, where 
it was practically non-existent before 1918. Special schools were estab- 
lished for minorities; 96.2 per cent of all German children, 94 per cent 
of all Hungarian children, and 92.5 per cent of all Polish children at- 
tended purely German, Hungarian, and Polish schools. They were 
taught in their own languages by teachers of their own nationality. 
The University in Prague and the German Polytechnic Institute in 
Brno were supported by the state — as were all minority schools. Two 
new universities were established: Masaryk University of Brno and 
Comenius University of Bratislava. Scholarships were provided for 
poor but gifted students. 

Adult education received tremendous impetus with die setting up of 
educational committees in every community to conduct libraries,- lec- 
tures, and courses for adults, under the Masaryk Institute of Adult 
Education. One of the results of such efforts was that illiteracy in 
Czechoslovakia (7.5 per cent in 1921 and 3.25 per cent in 1930) was 
lower than in any other country of Central and Eastern Europe. 

Cultural Trends 

Since the independence of Czechoslovakia was built on die culmral 
basis of national consciousness, the cultural development of post-war 
Czechoslovakia was indissolubly linked with the period of the national 
re-awakening concerned with the creation of a literary language and 
the popularization of Czech historic ideas. As we have seen, the 
Czechs had developed a truly magnificent nationalistic culture before 
1914 (Josef Dobrovsky, Josef Jungmann, Frantisek Palacky, Pavel 
Josef Safaflk, Jan Kollar, Karel Havlicek). 

Modern Czech literature was founded in the eighteen-thirties by the 
author of the poem Mdj, Karel Hynek Macha, a master of musical verse 
and the creator of magnificent images. He was the first Czech writer 
to express the torment of the modern soul under the influence of intel- 
lectual nihilism. 

Modern Czech poetry had its beginnings at the end of the eighteenth 
century and incorporated Slavonic literary tendencies. It was invigo- 
rated by romanticism and the cult of folk poetry, and great enthusiasm 
was shown in the collection of popular ballads and legends. The 
Echoes of Frantisek Ld. Celakovsky were based on Russian national 
songs, and Karel Jaromir Erben wrote The Bouquet. The historical 
novels of Sir Walter Scott influenced Czech prose fiction. Characters 
taken from the Czech countryside were portrayed by Bozena Nemcova, 
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who boldly opened up new paths in her popular novel Grandmother. 
Many dramas by Josef K. Tyl, who gave great impetus to the develop- 
ment of the Czech theatre, are very popular because of their Czech 
spirit and universal appeal. 

Regarding literature as a means of fortifying the people in their 
struggle toward better conditions, these early writers placed their faith 
in national tradition. The next generation set itself the task of mod- 
ernizing Czech life and literature. After cosmopolitan beginnings, 
their work shows a strong tendency toward a new kind of nationalism 
that was not satisfied with sentimental words and the thoughtless cult 
of tradition. The literary leader of this generation was Jan Neruda, a 
poet with a simple diction but deep feeling, who was the mystically 
inspired singer of the national destiny. He wrote tales of old Prague 
which are full of local color. His friend Vitezslav Halek described 
village hfe, while Karolina Svetla wrote novels on the Czech national 
revival in Prague and on the countryside. Fantasy combined with real- 
ism is the distinguishing feature of the short stories of Jakub Arbes, the 
majority of which deal with Prague. The generation of the ’60s thus 
established the Czech novel and improved the drama, which began to 
develop rapidly after the Czech theatre in Prague became an independ- 
ent institution. 

Considerable progress was effected in the 70’s by the literary group 
connected with the periodical Lumir. The new endeavors were stimu- 
lated by the study of foreign literatures, particularly French and Rus- 
sian. In the 90’s, attention began to be paid to the literature of the 
countries of Northern Europe. In 1883 the University of Prague was 
divided into a German and a Czech section; the same year saw the 
opening of the new National Theatre in Prague. After long years of 
painful effort, the Czech Academy was established with an independent 
section for art. 

Translator of an enormous number of modern poetical masterpieces 
as well as an original poet, dramatist, and prose- writer, Jaroslav 
Vrchlicky was at home in all the literatures of the world. A spirit of 
the Renaissance and a lover of sunny, joyful existence, he produced 
splendid Parnassian verse which later became the subject of sharp lit- 
erary polemics. A similar feeling for poetical heauty and mysticism 
was evidenced by Julius Zeyer who wrote poems — mainly epics — ^prose, 
and dramas. The favorite writer, however, was Svatopluk Cech, who 
composed epics, academic in form but giving expression to the national 
troubles of his people. His colorful, sonorous, and rather rhetorical 
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verse was widely read and had a powerful effect on Czech life. A con- 
temporary of Vrchlicky was J. V. Sladek, a lyric poet who was valued 
also for his translation of Shakespeare. The simple, religious soul of 
the Slovak peasant and the influence of the process of Magyarization 
were fully described by the Slovak poet Hviezdoslav. 

A trend from romanticism to realism was discernible in fiction and 
the drama alike before World War I. Alois Jirasek, who lived to see 
the liberation of his native land, wrote powerful historical novels and 
dramas on the past life of the Czech nation, particularly on the Hussite 
period, the years after the defeat of the Battle of White Mountain, and 
ihe national rebirth. Together with Svatopluk Cech, he contributed 
most to the inspiration of the nation in its struggle for independence. 
His friend, Zikmund Winter, portrayed in detail the period prior to 
the Battle of White Mountain. Life of the Slovak gentlefolk was de- 
scribed by Hviezdoslav’s friend, Svetozar Vojansky, who was strongly 
influenced by the Russian realists. The life of the lower-middle classes 
of Prague was portrayed with humor by Ignatc Herrmann. One of the 
best modern Czech novelists was K. M. Capek-Chod, who combined a 
clear psychological insight mto everyday life with brutal realism. 

Among the poets, the mood of the age was expressed most fully in 
the verse of J. S. Machar, sometimes bitterly ironic and at other times 
sharply aggressive. He passed from an uncompromising criticism of 
Czech political life before World War I to a description of the develop- 
ment of world history. One of the most original and influential figures 
among Czech poets was Petr Bezruc, who described die desperate con- 
dition of the Czech inhabitants of Silesia, languishing under the oppres- 
sion of foreign capitalists and imperialists. Apparently born out of his 
time, Otakar Bfezina dealt in his poems with the problems of life and 
death and the cosmic mysteries. The poetry of Antonin Sova was in- 
fused with dreams of a new world civilization arising on the ruin? of 
the old order. 

The First World War formed a dividing line in Czech literary devel- 
opment. The soul-stirring experiences of the war years naturally left 
their mark on the literary work of the period despite the watchful Aus- 
trian censorship. In 1917, prior to the opening of the Vienna Parlia- 
ment, the Czech writers sent a bold manifesto to the deputies inaugu- 
rating a definite revolutionary policy. They were headed by Jirasek, 
and the poet and dramatist Jaroslav Kxapil. Viktor Dyk was a spokes- 
man for the oppressed Czechs in his poems and novels. Literary work 
was also produced in the foreign legions, especially in Russia, and the 
impressions and experiences of the legionnaires thereafter formed the 
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basis of a special literature (Rudolf Medek, Josef Kopta, Frantisek 
Langar).® 

Czechoslovak literature started on a new period in 1918 with a truly 
rich background. Many authors of the pre-war school were still popu- 
lar with the masses, but a large group of young authors were eager 
either to tell about their war experiences in their novels or to integrate 
Czech literature with the latest world trends. The outstanding repre- 
sentative of the “old school,” Jirasek (1851-1930), whose novels treated 
outstanding epochs of the nation’s past with epic strength of narrative, 
lost his popularity — only to regain it again with the resurgence of Czech 
nationalism after the Munich tragedy in 1938. 

The Czech writer who was best known internationally was Karel 
Capek (1890-1938), who died of influenza at the age of 48. His tend- 
ency was to oppose the traditions of excessive Central European nation- 
alism with the idea of cosmopolitanism, and he tried to achieve his goal 
by using fantastic, Utopian themes. His play R.U.R., a protest against 
the growing mechanization of spiritual life, was produced in New York 
in 1922 and made him famous throughout the English-speaking world.® 
In fact, the word “robot” was added to the English vocabulary by this 
play. His gently satirical Letters from England is ranked among the 
oest books on the English character. Capek also published his conver- 
sations with President Masaryk. 

Jaroslav Hasek’s The Good Soldier Swei\ is internationally known 
for its sarcastic personification, in the figure of Private Svejk, of the 
senselessness of war and the coarseness of the military machine. The 
maturest figure in Czech post-war prose is Vladislav Vancura, who re- 
stored the epic, in its most fundamental form, to the modern Czech 
short story and novel. 

The most outstanding Czech essayist, F. X. Saida, concentrated on 
literary criticism but also wrote novels, drama, and poetry; he was sec- 
Dnd only to Thomas G. Masaryk in his influence on the Czechoslovak 
intelligentsia. Another well-known essayist was Otakar Fischer. Out- 
standing among Czechoslovak poets in the twenty year period of inde- 
oendence were Jin Wolker, Vitezslav Nezval, Jaroslav Seifer, Josef 
Hora, Frantisek Halas, and Laco Novomesky. Lyric poetry is prob- 
ably the most brilliant achievement of modern Czechoslovak literature. 

The destruction of Czechoslovakia which began with the Munich 
agreement and culminated in the German occupation of March 15, 

®For more details, sec Egon Hostovsky, “The Czech Novel Between the World Wars,” The 
Uavonic and East European Review, XXI (1943), pp. 78-96. 

®Roucek, Joseph S., “Rcquiescat Karel Capek,” Boo\s Abroad, XIII (Spring, 1939), pp. lyr- 
[72. 
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1939, temporarily ended all creative art in the young nation. Karel 
Capek survived Munich by only a few weeks; his brother was thrown 
into a concentration camp by the Nazis. Vladislav VancSra was exe- 
cuted and Ivan Olbracht died. Karel Polacek was dragged to some 
spot in Poland. Egon Hostovsky lived in exile in America. Others 
had to be silent. 

Possibly the best-known creative activity of the Czechoslovak people 
has been music. One cannot listen to any American radio station for 
long without hearing a tune by some Czechoslovak composer — Bedfich 
Smetana, Antonin Dvorak, Rudolf Friml, Bohuslav MartinQ, and 
others.^® Bedfich Smetana (1824-1884) has been the outstanding 
Czech composer, but his fame has only been recognized during the last 
few years in America with periodic presentations of the Bartered 
Bride, a melodic opera centered around the peasant customs of Bo- 
hemia, and of a cycle of symphonies under the title of My Country. 
Antonin Dvorak (1841-1904) has become one of the best known com- 
posers of our age, mainly because of his "New World Symphony. 
Zdenek Fibich (1850-1900) is known in the United States for his 
Boem (entitled, for some reason. Moonlight Madonna). Leo 
Janacek (1854-1928), was a composer of stormy temperament who 
applied himself to popular themes. The leading composers of the 
post-war period have been Josef Bohumil Foerster, with his intimate 
lyrics of a noble and delicately cultivated mind, Vitezlav Novak, Josef 
Suk, and Otakar Ostrcil. The world-famous violin school of Otakar 
Sevcik produced several internationally known artists — Jan Kubelik, 
Jaroslav Kocina, Frantisek Ondficek, Sevcik himself, all taught in 
America in the post-war years. The distinguished composer MartinS 
is now living in America. 

The Czechoslovak engraver best known in America is T. S. Simon, 
who has made many charming color etchings of American scenes. 
Max Svabinsky’s portraits and etchings have also been very popular in 
the United States. Joza tJprka won fame at home and abroad as a 
painter of the Slovak peasant and his national costumes. Dusan Jur- 
kovic has adapted the popular architecture of Slovak wooden churches 
to provide ideas for modern buildings. The name of Alfons Mucha is 
also known to American art lovers. His series of monumental pictures, 
“The Slavonic Epochs,” glorifying outstanding events in Slavic his- 
tory, were exhibited in America’s leading cities under the auspices of the 
late Charles R. Crane, a close friend of President Wilson and former 


Hostovsk;^, op. cit.^ p. 96. 
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United States Minister to China. An elemental talent, great power, 
and stylistic discipline featured the work of the sculptor Jan Stursa. 

The Munich Period 

Former President Masaryk lived long enough to see his country 
threatened from without. He lived to consent to restrictions on the 
democracy that to him was a religion. He lived to see the German 
minority as dissatisfied in Czechoslovakia as the Czechs had been in 
Austria, The movement for German autonomy certainly could not 
have been avoided even if the concessions made after Hitler came to 
power had been offered earlier. Masaryk was one of the few statesmen 
who had reckoned on a German comeback and saw his worst fears 
realized. He lived to see the world made unsafe for democracy, but 
he died believing in the worth of human beings. 

Czechoslovakia’s geographical position and its German minority 
proved a source of grave weakness. Lying directly across the trans- 
versal Eurasian Axis — the Hamburg-Prague^Budapest-Constantinople- 
Basra road — a continuation and extension of the German Kaiser’s 
dream of Drang nach Osten, Czechoslovakia was a thorn in the flesh of 
the German geopoliticians and their spokesman, Adolf Hitler. It hap- 
pened to be ''the greatest natural fortress of Europe” (as Bismarck had 
shrewdly remarked), and Hitler intended to be its master in order to 
reach the food-growing plains of Hungary and the Ukraine, the Ro- 
manian oil fields — and points east. 

The surprise of the 1935 elections was the appearance of Konrad 
Henlein’s "Sudeten” Party with the backing of more than half of the 
German-speaking voters. However, Henlein was at first opposed by 
the German Social Democratic, Christian Socialist, and Agrarian 
groups. 

The roots of Henlein’s movement can be traced originally to the de- 
feat of Germany and Austria-Hungary in 1918, when the Czech serv- 
ants became the masters and the former German masters did not like 
the change. The discontent of the Germans was in evidence from the 
beginning. On October 29, 1918, the German deputies from Bohemia 
held a special meeting in Vienna and declared "German-Bohemia” to 
be a part of "the state of German Austria.” A Nationalist deputy, Dr. 
von Lodgmann, was elected as Landeshauptmann, and it was decided 
to convoke a Diet at Reichenberg (the main German center in north- 
east Bohemia). The very next day another German province was pro- 
claimed under the name of "Sudetenland” — afterwards to be used in a 
more comprehensive and less accurate form — ^with its center at Trop- 



CZECHOSLOVAKIA 


360 

pau; and in the first days of November two smaller mushroom govern- 
ments sprang up. But the first enthusiasm for union with Germany 
cooled off as the Austrians noted the chaos and financial insecurity in 
the Reich. 

The Czechs naturally resented the German reactions. When the 
new state was formed, President Masaryk had to deal not only with 
German discontent but also to some extent with Czech chauvinism. 
In the process, Masaryk crushed the Kramar Party, which represented 
extreme Czech nationalism. In any case, the German minority was 
treated more generously than that in any other Central European coun- 
try. The Germans used the German language in Czechoslovakia’s 
Parliament (just as the Hungarians spoke Magyar). Their periodicals, 
particularly Bohemia^ spent twenty years attacking the Republic and 
especially its foreign policy without interference from censorship. 

Economic causes played an important role in Czech-German fiction. 
The Czechoslovak Germans subscribed heavily to the Austrian war 
loans, which were honored “only” to 75 per cent by the new Czech 
state. Moreover, the German-speaking bankers and industrialists did 
not believe that Czechoslovakia would survive and speculated heavily 
on the German mark. They were wiped out in 1923 and had to be 
rehabilitated by the Prague banks, which increased Czech influence and 
German resentment. Since Hitler offered them the possibility of re- 
gaining their dominant status, Nazism began to appeal to many “Sude- 
ten” Germans.^^ 

The economic crisis after 1929 gave powerful impetus to this under- 
lying mentality. The efiects of the world depression were severe all 
over Czechoslovakia, but were especially catastrophic in the heavily 
industrialized districts of north Bohemia, inhabited primarily by Ger- 
mans, which before the war had been the workshop of the Habsburg 
Monarchy and since the war had been forced by the contraction of the 
domestic market to seek outlets abroad. The “Sudeten” districts 
quickly became industrial graveyards, partly as a result of Germany’s 
own system of self-suf&ciency {Autarky'). Furthermore, a. larger 
proportion of Germans than Czechs were engaged in industrial occupa- 
tions in Czechoslovakia, hence the Germans were more affected by the 
depression. 

^ For more details, see Joseph S. Roucek, “The Case for Czechoslovakia,” World Adairs In- 
terpreter, IX (October, 1938), pp. 235-243; and “Czechoslovakia — ^the Watchdog of Europe’s 
Peace,” Social Science, XIII (October i, 1938), pp. 277-283; Josef Chmelar, National Minorities 
in Central Europe (Prague: Orbis, 1937), and The German Problem in Czechoslovakia (Prague: 
Orbis, 1936); S. Grant Duff, German and Czech (London: New Fabian Research, 1937); Eliza- 
beth Wiskemann, Czechs and Germans (New York: Oxford University Press, 1938), and 
Prologue to War (New York: Oxford University Press, 1940). 
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The Germans claimed that they were discriminated against in ad- 
ministrative positions and in private industry. They also complained 
that government funds were spent more lavishly in Czech areas than in 
German districts. But the attitude of the Germans themselves in the 
early years of the Republic was at least partly responsible for that. 
While the German Nazis blamed everything on a malicious tJCiter 
world and the Jews, the “Sudeten” Germans blamed the Czechs for all 
their troubles. Hitler aroused new hopes in the hearts of Germans, 
particularly those who thought they would again be “top-dogs” in his 
“reorganized Europe.” Many Germans no doubt believed that the 
Czechs were deliberately taking advantage of their distress to turn the 
screws on them, to capture or ruin their industries, and generally to 
further the Czech national cause at the expense of a defenseless minor- 
ity. There may have been discriminations here and there — ^but the 
roots of the trouble were far beyond the control of the Czechs. 

The elections of May, 1935, gave 44 seats out of a total of 72 German 
mandates to Henlein, the “Fuehrer” of the Czechoslovak Germans. 
Henlein continued to profess his allegiance to the Czech state up to the 
last moment. German Centrists (Catholics) and Agrarians joined 
with Henlein in the general excitement that followed the annexation 
of Austria in March, 1938. Before Munich, therefore, fifty-five repre^ 
sentatives of Henlein were opposed by eleven German Social Democrats; 
and five German Communists in the Czechoslovak parliament. The 
municipal elections of May, 1938, also under the shadow of the An- 
schluss, and particularly under the terror caused by Hider’s threat to 
invade Czechoslovakia during the night of May 20-21, 1938, gave more 
than 75 per cent representation to Henleiners, whose pre-Munich de- 
mands proclaimed the allegiance of the party to the totalitarian philoso- 
phy of Nazism. They demanded recognition of the German minority 
in Czechoslovakia as a legal entity and asked for autonomy. In the 
sphere of foreign affairs, the Sudeten Germans demanded that Czecho- • 
Slovakia give up her alliance with Russia. 

The diplomatic aspects of Munich are dealt with in other chapters of 
this book. Suffice it to say that, as we now know. Hitler had decided 
to settle the problem of Czechoslovakia in his own way. While pro- 
fessing loyalty to Czechoslovakia, Henlein was taking orders from 
Hitler and his demands grew bolder in their defiance of the Czech 
luthorities and shriller in their demands upon President Benes and 
Premier Hodza. The latter, in turn, urged on by Chamberlain’s and 
Daladier’s “appeasers,” were compelled to make an increasing number 
)f concessions. 
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The tactics of Hitler’s representatives \vere paintuJiy simple: the 
more concessions Prague made to Henlein, the greater the disorders by 
the “Sudeten” Germans; the more disorders, the louder Henlein’s cries 
of persecution and torture; the louder the cries, the greater the ire of 
Hitler, determined to re-establish “law and order” in Czechoslovakia. 
German newspapers and radio broadcasts shrieked a crescendo of re- 
citals of the tortures of Germans in Czechoslovakia, to the accompani- 
ment of sneers and epithets directed at Benes. After every new con- 
cession granted by Prague at the insistence of London and Paris, the 
Ministers from France and Britain counselled further surrenders to 
Henlein’s demands. The real purpose of Lord Runciman’s “private” 
mission, as we learn from Sir Neville Henderson’s Failure of a Mission, 
was to convince the Czechs that tliey ought to yield. While Lord 
Runciman was deliberating in August, 1938, chiefly at the Chateau of 
the Prince of Hohenlohe, clashes between Germans and Czechs grew 
in intensity. 

While Hitler’s puppets provoked riots and demonstrations through- 
out the Sudeten area, smoke was thrown in the world’s eyes by the 
spacious presentation of the problem as one involving “self-determina- 
tion.” Was it worth while, argued Hitler’s mouthpieces, to go to war 
simply to prevent the application of this Wilsonian principle.? Al- 
though this was not the issue at all, many “peace-lovers” throughout 
the world wanted to believe Hitler. 

After Hitler’s hysterical outburst at Nuremberg, Chamberlain^^ flew 
to see Hitler at Berchtesgaden on September 15. This was the first 
step which eventually led to the Canossa of the Democracies at Munich 
on September 30. Since the sixth century, the Bohemian mountains 
had served as a barrier against the eastward push of Teutonic tribes, but 
never had its protective power been of such world-wide concern as in 
1938. Chamberlain and Daladier handed their protective fence over to 
Hitler. 


The “Second" Republic of Czechoslovakia 

During October, 1938, the Czechoslovak government was compelled 
to surrender the Sudeten region to the Reich, pursuant to the dic- 
tates of Munich. Contrary to the popular conception, Czechoslovakia 
had not acquired this territory from Germany. It was a land where 
Czechs and Germans had lived together for eight centuries, an area 
that had never in history been a part of the German Empire nor an 

^ Chamberlainj Neville,' The Struggle for Peace (New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1939), 
p. 275. 
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autonomous province in former Austria-Hungary. It is also worth 
noting that Munich brought Hitler substantially more than he had 
asked for in the Godesberg Memorandum-ultimatum that Britain and 
France had found so repugnant and over which they were prepared to 
make war. 

The international commission, “composed of Germany, the United 
Kingdom, France, Italy, and Czechoslovakia,” was really a cardboard 
organization created to satisfy public opinion momentarily in France 
and Britain. The German delegates simply dictated their demands. 
Furthermore, during October, 1938, Poland sent an ultimatum to 
Prague and its troops took over the districts of Tesin and Bohumm in 
Silesia. During November, certain large portions of Slovakia and Car- 
pathian Russia were allotted to Hungary. Altogether under the terms 
of Munich and Vienna, Czechoslovakia lost roughly one-third of its 
previous area and one-third of its population. Its area was reduced 
from 5^,236 square miles to 38,180 square miles and its population from 
14,729,000 to 9,807,000.^® It should be noted, from the standpoint of 
“racial justice” and “self-determination,” that 738,502 of the 2,822,899 
souls ceded to Germany were Czechoslovaks. Hungary acquired 992,- 
492 inhabitants, of whom 288,803 were Czechs and Slovaks, 25,261 were 
Ruthenians, 13,608 Germans, and 51,578 Poles. Poland took 230,282 
people, of whom only 73,303 were Poles; 134,311 being Czechs and Slo-' 
vaks, and 17,351 Germans. 

Since the presence of Dr. Benes in Prague was considered a source of 
irritation to Hitler, the President resigned his post under German pres- 
sure on October 5 and departed by plane for London on October 22. A 
new cabinet under General Syrovy, a one-eyed hero of the World War 
Czech Legions, was formed the day before. A Germanophile 
Agrarian-inspired movement started the sudden anti-Benes sentiment 
in Prague and university students in Prague destroyed a bust of ex- 
President Masaryk. On November 30, Dr. Emil Hacha, an unimagina- 
tive and uninspiring President of the Supreme Court, was elected the 
new President of the country as a “dark horse,” since he had not been 
connected with any political group. Syrovy was succeeded by Rudolf 
Beran, a very shrewd self-made Agrarian leader. He was granted dic- 
tatorial powers on December 14 by Parliament, controlled by the Party 
of National Unity which had absorbed tlae dissolved Agrarian Party, 
the Czechoslovak Socialist Party, the Czechoslovak Small Traders’ 

Based on Joseph S. Roucek, ‘The ‘Second’ Republic of Czechoslovakia,” The Journal of 
Geography, XLVlll (March, 1939), pp. 89-98; and “Europe After Munich,” Social Science, XIV 
(January, 1939), pp. 17-22; Martha Gellhorn, A Stiic\en Field (New York: Duell, Sloan & 
Pearce, 1940), is a moving story of Prague during the Munich crisis of 1938. 
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Party, the Clericals, and the National League. Growing Nazi influence 
was indicated in die government order abolishing the Communist Party. 

Slova\ Autonomists 

A little more than a week after Munich, Hlinka’s Slovaks demanded 
autonomy. 

The religious issue was partly responsible for difficulties which arose 
between the Czechs and the Slovaks. Shortly after die foundation of 
the Republic, there was a large exodus of Czechs from the Roman 
Catholic Church, since Catholicism was associated with the Austrian 
reg im e. But anti-clericalism soon subsided and complete religious tol- 
eration was practiced in Czechoslovakia. At first the Slovak Clerical 
Party, under Hlinka, cooperated in the same way as the Czech Clericals 
under Monsignor Sramek (later the Prime Minister of the government- 
in-exile in London) . But after a while Hlinka moved into the opposi- 
tion, partly for political and partly for personal reasons. A Roman 
Catholic priest, he was a brave and devoted Slovak in pre-war Hungary. 
But in Czechoslovakia he preferred “Slovak” to “Czechoslovak” pa- 
triotism. When he died, in August, 1938, his place as leader of the 
Slovak Autonomist Party was taken by Tiso, also a priest, who was to 
become Hitler’s quisling. 

It must be noted, however, that Hlinka’s party never had a majority 
of the Slovak votes. Probably most Slovaks were not even aware that 
he was working for the destruction of the Republic. Dr. Hodza, the 
Agrarian Prime Minister, Dr. Dorer, and other leading Slovaks never 
supported Hlinka’s demands. Hlinka based his stand on the Pitts- 
burgh manifesto signed by Masaryk and American Slovaks in America 
at the end of World War The autonomists claimed that premises 
of autonomy made in this document had been broken; the “centralists” 
maintained that none of the signatories had any mandate to sign such 
a document and that the final clause made the whole arrangement con- 
tingent upon its endorsement by constitutionally elected representatives 
of both Czechs and Slovaks at home after the war. 

At any rate, Czechoslovakia was reconstituted in 1938 as a federal 
union of the Czechs, the Slovaks, and the Carpatho-Russians, with cen- 
tral departments of national defense, foreign afllairs, and finance. In 
addition to the legislative bodies for the provinces of Bohemia-Moravia, 
Slovakia, and Carpathian Ukrainia, there was to be a joint legislative 

^'‘‘For the best pro-Qzech analysis of the Pittsburgh Agreement by a Slovak political leader, 
see Ivan Derer, The Unity of the Czechs and Slovaks. Has the Pittsburgh Declaration Been 
Carried Out? (Prague: Orbis. 1938). 
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parliament (but this was never formed). The Slovak Diet of 63 mem- 
bers, limited dictatorially to followers of the Slovak People’s Party, was 
elected on December 18, 1938, under Premier Tiso. A similar fascist 
pattern appeared in Carpathian Ukrainia, where only the People’s 
Party was allowed to exist. 


Protectorate 

Although the Prague Government went a long way to meet most of 
the German demands, Berlin’s pressure became steadily more insistent. 
The 400,000 Germans left in the new Czecho-Slovakia were entrusted 
with “a special mission,” and the Vienna radio station incessantly 
broadcast anti-Czech propaganda inciting the Slovaks to secede, al- 
though Slovakia’s free status in the federal union met all the important 
demands of the Slovak autonomists.^® The Germans tried to create 
the impression that Czechoslovakia was collapsing from within and 
that they were needed to protect the victims of Czech “brutalities” and 
of “plundering Hussite mobs.” They found followers in Durcansky, 
Mach, Murgas, and a few other hitherto little known Slovak politicians, 
who began agitating for a sovereign Slovakia. On March 12, 1939, 
Prague decided to intervene in Bratislava against the Slovak extremists 
by deposing Dr. Tiso, the Catholic Premier, and appointing Karel 
Sidor, the heir to the patriotic tradition of Father Hlinka, as his suc- 
cessor. 

Berlin was obviously displeased with the bloodless liquidation of 
what it had hoped would be a revolt. On March 13 the discharged 
Slovak Premier was summoned to Berlin and confronted with an ulti- 
matum asking him to proclaim the independence of Slovakia. Berlin 
also ordered Dr. Hacha to convoke the Slovak Provincial Parliament 
so that it could make decisions concerning the future status of Slo- 
vakia. The Slovak Parliament refused on March 14 to vote on separa- 
tion from the Czechs.^® Three times, in fact, the Parliament voted 
against secession. Then the German Commissar Karmasin told Tiso 
that German batteries placed across the Danube would shell the city. 
After this threat, the Slovak Parliament proclaimed the independence 
, of Slovakia. 

The creati<?n df -a separate Slovak state split the Ruthenians from the 
■ Czechs, apdithe provincial government at Chust had to proclaim its 

Josef * Hanc, and Slovaks Smce^Mmach;**^Bomgn Affairs, XVIII (October, 1939), 

pp, I02rii5, is a valuaye summary of this period. 

For the most complete, story of the separation of Slovakia from Czecho-Slovakia, sec V. S. 
Hurban, “Slovakia, Springboard to the East,” The New York, Tzwer,, February.! i, 1940. 
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independence also. “Never has a people declared itself ‘free’ so re- 
luctantly as did the half million Ruthenes of this tiny province.” ” 
Premier VoloMn thanked the Czechs “for their twenty years of support 
which helped us to strengthen our national consciousness and culture 
progress.” After 24 hours of independence, Hungarian troops invaded 
Carpathian Ruthenia, and on March 16 Premier Teleki announced its 
incorporation into Hungary. 

Meanwhile Dr. Hacha followed Tiso to Berlin on March 14. Hacha, 
“an old and weak man,” was granted an interview with Hitler at one 
in the morning. A German doctor, ordered in attendance, had to re- 
vive him twice. At 4 a.m. he was terrorized into signing on the dotted 
line, placing “the destiny of the Czech people and lands trustfully in 
the hands of the Fuehrer ... in the interests of pacification.” But 
long before Hacha arrived at Hitler’s chancellery, German troops were 
already sweeping across Bohemia and Moravia. In fact, German S.S. 
troops had occupied two Czech cities even before Hacha’s arrival in 
Berlin. By manipulation of the train service, Hitler’s train reached 
Prague before Hacha’s next morning, and on March 15 dae constitu- 
tion of Bohemia and Moravia into a German protectorate was announced 
to the Czechs. 

Hitler then undertook to “protect” Slovakia also and signed a treaty 
at Vienna on March 18, 1939, with Dr. Josef Tiso, legalizing Germany’s 
military occupation of the country. Special political status was re- 
served for the small German minority of about 100,000 and the posts 
of a German Under-Secretary of State was created in the government. 

The fiction of the independence of Bohemia-Moravia and Slovakia 
was kept up for a while. The Czech President had his own cabinet, 
appointed with the protector’s “approval.” The protector’s ofEce, a 
vast and complex apparatus with 16 divisions, was in reality the ex- 
clusive source of legislative and administrative power. All the Ger- 
mans in the province were under the jurisdiction of Reich laws, and 
the extension of German laws for the defense of the Reich to the entire 
territory of the protectorate confirined Nazi supremacy. A planned 
policy of denationalization was practiced by moving Czech workers to 
dae Reich and sending their children to German schools. The prop- 
erty of Czechs who had fled abroad and of Jews was given to Germans. 
A Reich office had to approve all property transfers and all state proper- 
ties were sequestered. Germans from the Baltic states were resetded 
around Prague, breaking up compact Czech communities. 

Slovakia’s fictitious independence was expressed in a new Slovak 

^'^Hanc, op. cit., p. 105. 
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constitution of July, 1939. It described the country as a Christian Na- 
tional Republic and permitted the existence of only one party, Hlinka’s 
former separatists. Every citizen was compelled to belong to one of 
the five “corporations” (agriculture, industry, finance, the professions). 
The Senate was composed of representatives of the corporations, dele- 
gates from Hlinka’s People’s Party, the members of the Cabinet, and 
delegates sent by Parliament. The President was elected by Parlia- 
ment for seven years, with powers resembling those of rulers in the 
authoritarian states. 

Czechoslovakia Fights Bac\ 

Under German rule, the Czechs were denationalized, murdered, 
executed, transplanted from their homes — in short, taught in every 
way that they were “inferior” to the “master race” which was deter- 
mined to cripple them permanently as a nation and to exploit them on 
their way to the grave.^^ But the Czechs resisted bravely by all means 
available to them and profited from their experiences as fighters against 
their oppressors during previous centuries. 

The Czech technique of resistance ran all the way from the mildest 
and yet one of the most effective methods, that of grumbling, with ges- 
tures and expressions of dissent (such as the refusal of Czech girls to 
dance with German soldiers), to organized and active violence^^ (such 
as the killing of Heydrich). This mass opposition was strengthened 
by six factors: (i) a well-developed ideology of Czechoslovak national- 
ism, integrated with memories of independence and democratic ideals ; 
(2) the leadership provided by intellectuals living abroad; (3) moral 
and material support by the descendants of Czechoslovaks who had 
settled abroad, especially in America; (4) conditions in America and 
Britain favoring the promotion of the Czechoslovak cause; (5) the 
memory of living generations of the successful ways and means 
whereby Czechoslovakia had gained its independence in 1918; (6) the 
favorable development of die war through the military victories of the 
Soviet Union, the United States, and Great Britain. 

Reinhard Heydrich — Heydrich the Hangman — Deputy Reich Pro- 
tector of Bohemia-Moravia, was attacked and fatally injured by two 
assailants at 2:04 P.M. on May 26, 1942, on the outskirts of Prague.^^ 

Czechoslovak Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Czechoslovakia Fights Back (Washington, D. C.: 
American Council on Public AfFairs, 1943), is a careful record of these policies. 

^Roucek, Joseph S., “Methods of Meeting Domination: The Czechoslovaks,” American 
Sociological Review, VI (October, 1941), pp. 670-673. 

®®For details, see Harold Kirkpatrick, “Death of the Hangman,” Life, XVI (May 22, 1944) > 
pp. 49-'55. 
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For the death of this perverted sadist, second in power only to Gestapo 
Chief Heinrich Himmler and perhaps even more hated than he, the 
enraged Nazis unleashed savage reprisals. They literally wiped out 
the village of Lidice, thus perpetuating its name for eternity. 

Benes Carries On Abroad 

While the Nazis drenched Czechoslovakia in blood and terror, the 
experiences of the liberation movement abroad in 1914-1918 enabled 
Dr. Benes to carry on in the same tradition after 1939. But the diplo- 
matic problems were quite different this time from those in 1914-1918. 
In 1939 the Czechoslovak Republic had existed, although dismembered 
and occupied by the Germans as a result of the Munich agreement. 
It was necessary, therefore, to secure recognition of the non-validity of 
that agreement. The second difficulty was due to the fact that Czecho- 
slovakia’s governmental machinery had remained in Czechoslovakia, 
making it essential to secure recognition of an executive and a govern- 
ment which could represent the Czechoslovak people in their fight 
against Germany. Benes undertook that task. 

The BeneS government attained this status gradually. On March 
27, 1939, President Roosevelt, in writing to Dr. Benes to acknowledge 
receipt of a telegram concerning the occupation of Prague by the Ger- 
mans, addressed him simply as “My dear Dr. Benes,” not as “President 
BeneL” This established his status of the moment, so far as the White 
House was concerned, as a private individual. The first recognition of 
any kind given to Benes as an official character came on November 9, 
1939, after the outbreak of the war, when the French government of 
Daladier recognized a committee composed of Dr. Benes and seven 
other personalities as “qualified to represent the Czechoslovak people.” 
On December 20, 1939, Viscount Halifax, British Foreign Secretary, 
added his country’s recognition of this committee. 

On July 21, 1940, shortly after the defeat of France, the British gov- 
ernment recognized the Czech committee as the “Provisional Govern- 
ment” of Czechoslovakia. Canada followed suit on October 12. 

A year later, on July 18, 1941, Britain went all the way and extender 
■“full recognition to the Czechoslovak Republic.” On the same da^ 
Russia signed an agreement with the Czechs, in which the group wa; 
referred to as the “Government of the Republic of Czechoslovakia.’ 
The United States recognized the Czech group as a “Provisional Gov 
crnment” only in a note from American Ambassador in London Johi 
G. Winant to Czechoslovak Minister of Foreign Affairs Jan Masaryl 
<on July 30, 1941, and was still referring to it as such in the lend-leas- 
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agreement concluded with the Czechs on July ii, 1942. Not until 
October 28, 1942, did American Ambassador Biddle inform Jan Masa- 
ryk that the United States was finally according his group “complete 
and definite legal and diplomatic recognition.” The three big powers 
were finally all agreed on the status of the Czechoslovakia headed by 
President Benes. 

Thanks to the ways by which London was able to keep in touch with 
the occupied territory, the Czechoslovak Government was familiar with 
the wishes of the Czechoslovak people and directed its policy accord- 
ingly. Czech broadcasts reached large sections of the people in the 
protectorate and underground papers printed news about the activity 
and proclamations of the Czechoslovak Government. Internal resist- 
ance continued, especially after 1943. Mass desertions started in the 
Slovak Army forced by the Germans to fight against the Russians. In 
August, 1944, it was necessary to put Slovakia under martial law to 
quell a rising revolt. 

In line with swifdy moving events, Frantisek Nemec, Minister of 
Reconstruction, left London for Moscow in the middle of August as 
head of a Czechoslovak Government delegation for the administration 
of liberated Czechoslovak territories. On September 13, 1944, the 
Slovak National Council, which had been formed more than a year 
before, came out into the open and carried on the government of freed 
Slovak territory. Two days later contact was made between Red Army 
patrols and Slovak partisan forces operating in the Carpathian Moun- 
tains, and Soviet forces, aided by units of the Czechoslovak brigade in 
Russia, crossed into Slovakia. 

In October, 1944, Minister Nemec moved his headquarters as the 
representative of the Czechoslovak Government in London to Uzhorod, 
the liberated capital of Carpathian Ruthenia. President Benes and his 
Cabinet followed hi m to the liberated sections of Czechoslovakia in 
April, 1945 — ^by way of Moscow. The experiences of Benes during 
Munich taught him that the future of Czechoslovakia would depend 
more on the collaboration of his country with the East than with the 
West. The Soviet-Czechoslovak Treaty signed on December 12, 1943, 
a continuation of a pact of mutual assistance with the Soviet of May 16, 
1935, was a practical expression of this belief. 
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POLAND (1918-1945) 


Restoration of Poland's Independence 

C 3 n NOVEMBER ii, 1918, commonly accepted as the date of the 
restoration of Poland’s independence, the liberated areas, comprising 
former Congress Poland, Western Galicia, and the adjacent Cieszyn 
(Teschen) region of former Austrian Silesia, were ruled by four sep- 
arate Polish authorities. Each of them was an outgrowth of local con- 
ditions. Warsaw and the rest of the former German zone of Con- 
gress Poland was governed by a Regency Council, appointed by the 
Germans, through a Cabinet composed of National Democrats. This 
Council had also unsuccessfully claimed authority over the former 
Austrian zone of Congress Poland. There, however, another type of 
government was established after the downfall of the Habsburg^ Mon- 
archy — the so-called “People’s Government” — a democratic Polish Cabi- 
net composed of Socialists, Peasant Party representatives, and inde- 
pendent Democrats under the chairmanship of the Socialist leader, 
Ignacy Daszynski. This government, which ruled from Lublin, issued 
an inaugural Manifesto which was later accepted by Polish democrats 
as the basic statement of their aims. Western Galicia and Cieszyn 
Silesia (the Teschen region) were ruled by temporary governments 
composed of representatives of various Polish paities. 

In order to enable Poland to take over the parts of the country which 
were still under foreign rule or were being fought for, it was essential 
to consolidate these regimes. This was made possible by Pilsudski’s 
return from German internment. He was immediately appointed to 
command the troops which owed allegiance to the Regency Council. 
A few days later, the Council transferred all its powers to Pilsudski and 
resigned. Pilsudski himself assumed the title of “Chief of State,” and 
appointed a Cabinet headed by the Socialist Moraczewski. But he 
had to deal also with the Polish National Committee in Paris under 
the Chairmanship of the National Democratic leader Roman Dmowski, 
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who had organized it after leaving Russia. The latter was recognized 
by the Western Allies and controlled the Polish Army in France. The 
famous pianist, I. J. Paderewski, acted as a negotiator between the 
Dmowski Committee and Pilsudski’s regime. The two bodies com- 
promised by appointing Paderewski Premier, and his government was 
recognized by the Western Powers. 

Territorial Settlements in the West 

When the first government of the Polish Republic was formed, the 
western provinces of Poznan and Pomerania were still under German 
rule. After a few weeks of hard fighting, the Germans were driven 
from Poznan. When the final boundaries between Poland and Ger- 
many were drawn (Treaty of Versailles, 1919), Poznan and Pomerania 
were given to Poland, except for a few counties and the city of Danzig, 
which became a “free city” under League of Nations protection. 

There were, however, other areas in dispute between Poland and 
Germany, such as Upper Silesia. Detached from Poland in the fif- 
teenth century, it had nevertheless remained basically Polish, ethnically 
and liguistically, although many Germans had settled in its industrial 
cities and many Poles had become Germanized. After World War 
I, Upper Silesia was high on the list of Polish claims against Germany. 
The Peace Conference originally decided to grant these claims. How- 
ever, repeated German protests that Upper Silesia was indispensable to 
the German economy,^ as well as certain British apprehensions caused 
by Poland’s special relations with France, led to the decision to arrange 
a plebiscite in the contested area instead. 

The preparations for the plebiscite lasted two years and were openly 
sabotaged by German civil servants in Upper Silesia. Two uprisings 
of the Polish population finally forced the authorities to conduct the 
plebiscite in March, 1921. The results proved inconclusive, and it was 
decided to partition the area. The first plan for partition, however, 
was unfair to the Polish population. This led to a diird uprising, 
which resulted in a new partition plan accepted by both Poland and 
Germany. The final arrangement gave Poland important collieries, 
steelworks, and factories, but it left many predominantly Polish in- 
dustrial and rural communities under German rule. 

Plebiscites were also held in two contested East Prussian areas in 
which the Polish language predominated. They took place at a mo- 
ment when Poland was gravely endangered by Russian invasion, for 

^This was not true, for even before 1914 a considerable part of the output of Upper 
.Silesian industry was consumed by the Polish ratiier than the Gctman market. 




The boundaries o£ Poland at various periods in the past The boundaries of the ntw Poland have been defined, on the East by a Polish-Soviet treaty, as comprising 
the Curzon Line, with minor modifications; on the West by the Potsdam Declaration, “pending the final setdement,” as embracing “the former German territories west 
of Swinemunde, and thence along the Oder River to the confluence of the western Neisse River and along the western Neisse to the Czechoslovak frontier, including that 
portion of East Prussia not placed under the administration of the U.S.S.R. ... and including the former Free City of Danzig ” (Maps used by permission of the 
Polish Government Information Center,) 
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the Russians stood before Warsaw. Moreover, German propaganda 
misrepresented Poland to the predominantly Protestant East Prussian 
voters as a hotbed of Catholic religious intolerance. Consequently, 
Germany won these areas. 

The boundary between Poland and Czechoslovakia, fixed by nature 
and history, had only two disputed spots: the Cieszyn (Teschen) area, 
and the two formerly Hungarian counties of Spis and Orava. The 
population of these areas is predominantly Polish, but the Czecho- 
slovak Republic claimed them for historical. and economic reasons. 
When the Habsburg Monarchy collapsed, the Poles and Czechs of the 
Teschen region made a temporary arrangement which divided the 
region administratively into Polish and Czech zones pending a final 
decision. Despite this agreement, Czechoslovak troops tried to over- 
run the entire area in January, 1919, and brief fighting ensued. This 
led to protracted negotiations, assisted by the Allied Powers, which 
finally proposed a boundary far less advantageous to Poland than that 
originally drawn by the local negotiators. A similar procedure was 
followed with regard to Spis and Orava. Its energies engaged in the 
war with Russia, Poland accepted the proposed borders. In 1938, after 
the Munich Conference, Czechoslovakia was forced to return to Poland 
the strip of territory between the boundary fixed by the Allies in 1920 
and the original dividing line. 

Territorial Settlements in the East 

The problem of Poland’s eastern boundaries presented many difficul- 
ties. Was Poland to accept the eastern frontier of Congress Poland, as 
organized in 1815, as its final border, or was she to demand the return 
of pre-partition Polish areas.? There was no clear national majority 
in the broad area between the two lines. The Poles were numerous, 
and undoubtedly stood on a higher cultural level than the rest of the 
population. On the other hand, the aggregate of Ukrainians, White 
Russians, and Lithuanians considerably outnumbered them. These 
peoples were torn with internal dissension concerning their relations 
with Russia and Poland. Should they become completely independent 
states, or should they keep some kind of federal link with Poland or 
Russia? This involved situation was further complicated by the fact 
that the various administrations and factions were jockeying for terri- 
tory, although all were united in their desire to hasten the evacuation 
of the German troops left behind after the Armistice of 1918 with the 
consent of the Allied High Command. 
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In 1919, the question became urgent. German troops had with- 
drawn, and Soviet troops, at that time abhorred and fought by the West- 
ern Powers, were advancing. The Allied Supreme Council attempted 
to solve the situation by fixing a temporary boundary. This line, 
known as the “Curzon Line” (after the British statesman who later 
proposed it as a permanent border), corresponded roughly to the east- 
ern border of Congress Poland as established in 1815. The territory 
west of the Curzon Line was considered unquestionably Polish, but the 
territory east of it was considered in dispute between Poland and Rus- 
sia and subject to settlement by the Western Allies. The Curzon Line, 
however, was not accepted by either of the parties concerned.^ 

In the meantime, a war was being fought in Eastern Galicia. That 
area, only fragments of which had ever belonged to Russia, had been 
delivered by Austria after the downfall of the Habsburg Monarchy to 
the local Ukrainian Committee which called itself the “Western 
Ukrainian Government.” The Polish population, notably in the city 
of Lwow, revolted. Polish troops, hastily organized in uncontested 
Polish areas, came to their assistance. After several months of hard 
fighting, they drove the Ukrainian troops out of the country and estab- 
lished a Polish administration, which was subsequently recognized by 
the Western Allies. 

The Allied decision regarding the Curzon Line and the elimina- 
tion of the so-called “Western Ukrainian Government” did not, how- 
ever, bring peace to Poland’s eastern frontiers. Repeated armed clashes 
between Polish and Soviet troops alternated with negotiations, in the 
course of which several tentative boundaries were proposed. Finally, 
in the spring of 1920, fearful that the then anticipated victory of the 
“white” (counter-revolutionary) Russians over the Soviet Government 
would lead to the re-establishment of an imperialist Russia and ex- 
orbitant new claims against Poland, Pilsudski decided to forestall the 
danger by establishing a separate Ukraine and White Russia® as buffer 
states. 

In order to set up a Ukrainian Republic, Polish troops advanced into 
that country and occupied Kiev. This interference in foreign affairs, 

^The Soviet Government even declared, in its note o£ July 17, 1920, that it regarded the 
Curzon Line as unjust to Poland. See: Stanislaw Grabski, The Polish-Soviet Frontier (New 
York: Polish Information Center, 1944), pp. 22-23. 

® The name “White Russians” (with a capital “W”) designates a Slavic people centered around 
the Soviet city of Minsk. The Poles and the Lithuanians are the White Russians’ western 
neighbors, the Russians their eastern neighbors. The designation “white Russians” (with a 
small “w”) is usually applied to the Russians who rose in arms against the Soviet Government 
after its establishment in 1917. 
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disapproved by the majority of the Polish people, almost cost Poland 
her recently recovered independence. Kiev, the capital of the Ukraine, 
the richest Soviet Republic, is the cherished national symbol of ancient 
Russia. Its occupation by the Poles, coupled with the threatened loss 
of the Ukraine, temporarily lessened the intensity of the Russian civil 
war and gave Soviet troops an opportunity to launch a counter- 
offensive. This operation carried the Red Army to the suburbs of War- 
saw, and a Polish Communist Government under Russian auspices was 
established behind the Russian lines. However, before the Western 
Allies had time to intervene (it was then that the “Curzon Line” was 
proposed as the permanent Russian-Polish border) the Poles counter- 
attacked. Just as the Russians had used all of their strength to drive 
the Poles from Kiev, so now the Poles marshalled all of theirs to drive 
the Russians from Warsaw. 

After several more months of fighting, peace was finally concluded 
between Russia (including the Ukraine, which had decided to remain 
with Russia) and Poland. The Treaty of Riga, drawn up at that time 
(1921), established a boundary which remained in effect until 1939. 
This boundary, a typical compromise, lies about halfway between a lin e 
originally proposed by Dmowski (at one time in the course of the 
negotiations Russia herself had proposed a line similar to that sug- 
gested by Dmowski) and the Curzon Line. 

After the establishment of an independent Lithuanian Republic in 
1918 and 1919, the only point of dispute between it and Poland was the 
city of Vilna and its surrounding area. Lithuania claimed it for his- 
toric reasons, since Vilna had been Lithuania’s capital for centuries. 
Poland claimed it because the overwhelming majority of its inhabitants 
are Poles. In 1919 and 1920 Vilna changed hands frequently. 
Finally, after a Polish coup d’etat (organized by General Zeligowski) 
and subsequent negotiations, an autonomous administration was estab- 
lished in Vilna and its environs imder the name of Central Lithuania. 
The original plan was to establish a federation of Western Lithuania, 
the area generally known as the Republic of Lithuania, and Central 
Lithuania. But after protracted negotiations, conducted through the 
League of Nations, the Central Lithuanian legislature voted to rejoin 
Poland. 

On March 15, 1923, the legality of Poland’s eastern borders, as de- 
scribed above, was recognized by the Conference of Ambassadors, the 
successor body to the Supreme Allied Council. Thus Poland’s geo- 
graphical shape became fixed and its place on the map established for 
the following sixteen years. 
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Geopolitical Situation 

Post-war Poland (meaning Land of Fields) was about as big as Spain. 
Its 150,965 square miles were flat and mostly at sea level. Situated 
centrally in Europe (diagonals joining the four extreme corners of 
Europe intersect near Warsaw), Poland is at the same time the most 
easterly country in Europe linked up with western civilization. Be- 
cause of this special position, Poland in the course of history has had to 
assume the role of an intermediary between Eastern and Western 
Europe in the domains of culture, civilization, and political life. 

This geopolitical simation dictated Poland’s post-war international 
policy. Lacking geographic barriers, Poland could be squeezed by the 
pincers formed on one side by Germany and on the other by Soviet Rus- 
sia. Its frontiers, with the exception of the famous Pripet Marshes in 
the east, were open. This absence of a natural frontier was the domi- 
nant fact in Poland’s relations with its two great neighbors. Both of 
them used Polish territory, which they had seized and attempted to 
de-nationalize a hundred years before, as their batdeground. 

Poland ranked sixth in Europe in the size of its population, which 
grew from 27,000,000 to 35,000,000 after Poland was recreated as a 
republic. Poland’s natural increase of population was the highest 
among the major countries of Europe, amounting to 1.3 per cent per 
annum. In the period from 1918 to 1939, illiteracy was reduced from 
35 per cent to 18 per cent. 

lihe Economics of Poland 

Agriculture. Although the predominant position of agriculmre in 
Poland’s economic life gradually declined between 1918 and 1939, 
Poland was nevertheless primarily an agricultural country, with 69 per 
cent of the population living on farms. Poland’s most important agri- 
cultural product is rye, but it is also a large producer of potatoes, wheat, 
oats, sugar beets, barley, and a variety of other crops. In output, Po- 
land occupies a place between the capitalist countries of the West, with 
a high level of agricultural production, and the more backward coun- 
tries of Central and Eastern Europe. There are sharp regional dif- 
ferences in its agricultural productivity. Western Poland approaches 
Western European levels, while eastern Poland is closer to Balkan 
standards. Livestock breeding was also of considerable importance in 
the Polish economy and showed a steady increase in the period under 
discussion. 

Polish agriculture was characterized by a vast number of uneconomic 
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dwarf farms, existing side-by-side with, large estates. There were few 
medium-sized farms in Poland. According to the census of 1921, 
large estates exceeding 100 hectares (approximately 250 acres) ac- 
counted for no more than 0.6 per cent of the total number of land- 
holdings, but occupied 43 per cent of the total land area. It must be 
noted, however, that much of the land area of the large estates con- 
sisted of forests and lakes, that many of the large estates were publicly 
owned (public estates included much barren land, notably in the moun- 
tainous south), and that about 25 per cent of the land belonging to 
large estates was parcelled among the peasants between 1921 and 1939. 
Allowing for the above, we can estimate that about 20 per cent of the 
total land under cultivation belonged to privately owned estates ex- 
ceeding 100 hectares, unquestionably a very high percentage. About 
10 per cent of the total area under cultivation belonged to medium 
estates of 20 to 100 hectares (50 to 250 acres), and 5 per cent was pub- 
licly owned. This left 65 per cent of the total area of arable land 
belonging to small farms of less than 20 hectares (50 acres), and less 
than one-half of this area belonged to dwarf farms not exceeding 5 
hectares (12 acres). These petty holdings, however, accounted for 
64 per cent of the total number of landholdings. Despite a marked 
improvement between 1918 and 1939, the social structure of Polish 
agriculture was therefore still extremely top-heavy at the outbreak of 
the Second World War. 

The weakness of this structure, coupled with the relatively low pro- 
ductivity of Polish agriculture, caused a permanent depression in the 
Polish countryside. The low living standard of the peasantry was in 
turn highly detrimental to the efforts of Polish industry to enlarge its 
domestic market. Moreover, the great number of petty holdings, 
which provided no opportunity for the efficient utilization of the time 
and energies of the owners and their families, resulted in latent unem- 
ployment throughout Polish rural districts, a situation further aggra- 
vated by the existence of several million landless farm laborers. This 
vast supply of manpower, available to the large landowners and 
medium farms, inevitably depressed agricultural wages. Between 
1920 and 1939, however, some progress was made in the parcelling of 
large estates. That fact, coupled with the gradual absorption of “super- 
fluous” rural manpower by expanding industry, promised some im- 
provement in the Polish villages.* 

* Kagan, George, “Agrarian Regime of Pre-War Poland,” Journal of Central European Affairs, 
III (October, 1943), pp. 241-269. For the ownership structure of Polish agriculture, see 
Wladyslaw Malinowski, “Note on the Agrarian Regime of Pre-War Poland,” Ibid., IV (April, 
1944), PP* 7 i“ 75 * 
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Industry. When Poland was re-established in 1918, it inherited a 
rather chaotic industrial system. In formerly Russian territory, a large 
textile industry and a moderately developed metal industry existed in 
and around the cities of Lodz and Bialystok. The great coal mines in 
former Prussian Upper Silesia produced more coal than Poland 
needed, and they were not the only coal mines in Poland. A system of 
modern steel plants was centered around these mines. Poznan prov- 
ince — also a former Prussian possession — ^had a considerable sugar re- 
fining and packing industry. Oil extraction and refining were an im- 
portant part of the economic life of southern Poland, which was also 
the home of a growing chemical industry as well as the center of an 
important lumbering and saw-mill industry. 

Much of Poland’s industrial equipment had been destroyed during 
die World War of 1914-1918, and had to be replaced. But Polish in- 
dustry was rebuilt haphazardly, looking backward instead of to the 
future. The most glaring example of this was provided by the Lodz 
textile industry, which was reconstructed along pre-1914 lines. It was 
equipped to produce cheap textiles in huge quantities for the Russian 
and Asiatic markets, although these were virtually non-existent after 
the restoration of Poland’s independence. As a result, the Polish tex- 
tile industry never worked at full capacity and a large proportion of its 
workers were chronically unemployed. Meanwhile, especially during 
years of prosperity, many better textiles were imported from abroad, 
for the Polish urban population was dissatisfied with the poor quality 
of domestic textiles. 

The currency inflation in the early years of the republic was a boon 
to Polish industry. It either completely cancelled or greatly reduced 
industry’s pre-1914 indebtedness and also that incurred for reconstruc- 
tion purposes. However, the severe depressions of 1924-1925 and 1930- 
1935 greatly handicapped further industrial development. Most of the 
new factories established between 1924 and 1939 were connected, di- 
rectly or indirectly, with defense preparations and enjoyed the support 
of the government. Those which did not belong in this category were 
often owned by foreign capital. 

Two of the most noteworthy aspects of the ownership structure of 
Polish industry were so-called “etatism” (or “statism”) and the partici- 
pation of foreign capital. Even apart from such enterprises as the 
National Tobacco, Spirits, and Salt Monopolies, regarded as sources of 
revenue, and defense plants directly owned by the State, the State’s 
participation in Polish industry was considerable. It was usually exer- 
cised through the government-owned banks which advanced credits to 
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various private enterprises. When the indebtedness became too great 
to be repaid, it was converted into capital participation by the Govern- 
ment bank. Enterprises in which the Government had an influence, 
whether directly or through the instrumentality of State-owned banks, 
usually retained their former legal structure and continued to function 
as stock companies, with the Government represented on the Board. 
The purpose of this State participation in business was not to obtain 
additional revenues, but to strengthen the Government’s control over 
markets in addition to the power it exercised through its tariff and 
quota policies. Government-owned industrial enterprises often par- 
ticipated in cartel agreements.® 

No picture of Polish economic life would be complete without men- 
tion of Polish handicraft industries, with their 200,000 shops and 
375,000 artisans, working to supply many of Poland’s domestic needs. 

Commerce and Foreign Trade. The village and small-town general 
store was the mainstay of Polish domestic commerce. The rather low 
living standard did not encourage the establishment of specialized 
stores, which were limited mostly to the cities and larger towns. Co- 
operatives also existed and offered serious competition to privately- 
owned stores in some places. 

Polish foreign trade underwent substantial changes between 1921 
and 1939. At first it was limited almost exclusively to exports of Polish 
raw materials and unprocessed agricultural products, and imports of 
luxury goods, machinery and cotton for the textile industry, and cer- 
tain other essential raw materials. After a few years, coal became one 
of the most important items of Polish export. Many other items which 
were at first exported unprocessed were later exported in finished form. 
Thus, boards and furniture replaced logs, and canned pork replaced 
live pigs as export commodities. In imports, additional machinery 
and more raw materials soon took the place of luxury goods, which 
became severely restricted. 

The Polish balance of trade fluctuated. However, even in years 
when trade was active, the balance of payments was almost invariably 
passive, due to the payments made from reserves of gold and foreign 
exchange to service foreign debts and investments. Foreign exchange 
controls were established in 1936, mainly to obtain control over these 
movements of funds. 

Communications. Poland has a fairly adequate network of railroads, 
most of which are important from a domestic point of view only, al- 

®Oii foreign-capital participation in Polish industry and banking, see note on page 416. 
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though a few are vital parts of the European rail system. The Polish 
railways, Government-owned and operated, functioned quite smoothly 
and rated high among European carriers. But road transport was un- 
derdeveloped, mainly because the high prices of cars, trucks, and gaso- 
line prohibited competition with the railroads. 

Polish foreign trade was conducted principally (up to 78 per cent) by 
sea transport, mostly by means of foreign ships, since Poland’s merchant 
marine was small. 


The Danzig Question 

The port of Danzig (Gdansk), situated at the mouth of the Vistula, 
is Poland’s natural and traditional port. It was about to become part 
of Polish territory in 1919, as it had been between 1466 and 1793, but 
certain Governments objected to this at the Versailles Conference, 
mainly because the population of Danzig was predominantly German. 
The problem of Danzig was finally solved by its designation as a 
“Free City.” It was completely independent politically in internal 
affairs, but in foreign affairs and economic matters it was a part of the 
Polish system and was included within Polish tariff barriers. Its means 
of communication with Poland, including railways and mails, were 
placed under Polish control, while the port was to be administered by a 
joint Council. Despite the advantageous position thus attained by 
Danzig, most of the city’s German population strenuously objected to 
being severed from the Reich. The establishment of the economic 
links between Danzig and Poland, as provided in the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles, took years of negotiation and had to surmount stubborn opposi- 
tion. Even after Poland had concluded an agreement with the Danzig 
Senate (its governing body), German nationalists persisted in sabotag- 
ing common interests. 

The unsatisfactory situation in Danzig was widely recognized in 
Poland. It was finally decided to build another port, on Polish terri- 
tory, to enable Poland to dispense with Danzig’s unwilling services if 
that became necessary. The new port, built near the village of Gdynia, 
was soon to overshadow Danzig and become the most important trade 
port on the Baltic. This Polish decision had an important effect on 
Danzig, whose people, fearful that Polish trade might by-pass their 
city and flow through Gdynia, visibly changed their attitude toward 
Poland. 

In the meantime, Polish exports, most of which went to Germany 
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and Austria before 1925, changed their direction and began to flow to 
Great Britain (foodstuffs and timber) and the Scandinavian countries 
(coal). Since sea transport is cheapest for goods shipped from Poland 
to Great Britain and the Scandinavian countries, Poland’s maritime 
trade increased so greatly that both Gdynia and Danzig, which now 
took first and second place, respectively, among Baltic trade ports, were 
fully employed in handling it. 

After a Nazi administration took over in Danzig, relations between 
Poland and its old port deteriorated considerably. Subsequently, Nazi- 
provoked incidents in Danzig and German demands for the return of 
Danzig to the Reich played an important role as Nazi pretexts for 
World War II. 


Social and Political Structure 

Since agriculture is the basis of the Polish economy, the countryside 
is the basic factor in Poland’s national life. Socially, the Polish rural 
population is divided into peasants and landowners. Since most peas- 
ants own their farms, the essential difference between the two groups 
does not lie in the ownership status, but rather in the size of the holding 
(100 hectares is considered the dividing line by most Polish sociologists 
and statisticians), and in the fact that most of the owners of large estates 
are descendants of the old Polish gentry. 

The landowners — the gentry — were omnipotent economically, so- 
cially, and politically in pre-partition Poland. They had great influ- 
ence even during the partition period, either because the constitu- 
tional set-up of the empires which had divided Poland permitted them 
to retain their dominant position, or because their leadership had long 
been passively accepted by the rest of the nation and was challenged 
rarely and ineflfectively. Economically, however, the landowners’ posi- 
tion was seriously weakened when the foreign rulers of Poland insti- 
tuted land ownership by peasants. 

In independent Poland, their economic position deteriorated further. 
Many estates were cut down by the agrarian reform laws, or by volun- 
tary sales made by the owners in anticipation of the subdivision of their 
land. Even greater economic losses resulted from the insistence of 
most large landowners on continuing grain production, which had 
become much less profitable since competing Canadian and Argentine 
grain had deprived Polish grain of its traditional markets in Western 
Europe. Uneconomic grain production led to serious difficulljes, in- 
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eluding heavy debts. Relatively few of the big landowners took ad- 
vantage of the opportunity to change to more profitable livestock breed- 
ing and dairy production, an opportunity that the peasants understood 
and utilized much more rapidly. 

Despite the deterioration of their economic position, the influence of 
the landowning classes was still extensive in the social sphere, partly 
because the urban middle class patterned its way of living upon that of 
the landowners. In the field of politics, the influence of the landown- 
ers infiltrated primarily through their association with high govern- 
ment officials, some of whom were men of their own class. Even those 
who belonged to other groups tried to please them because of their 
traditional social prestige. The Conservative Party, maintained by 
the landowners in association with some industrialists, was of little 
consequence politically and never attempted to face the electorate in 
free elections after 1918, for it had no popular backing. Whatever 
representation the Conservative Party had in Parliament or other pub- 
lic bodies was achieved by combining with other parties or by appoint- 
ment. 

Many landowners supported the National Democratic Party, an es- 
sentially middle-class party, and were often able (particularly during 
the early years of Poland’s independence) to gain more influence 
through it than through the Conservative Party. On the whole, 
throughout the period of independence, the landowners preferred to 
exercise their power through organizations not essentially their own. 
This technique reached its peak a few years after the establishment of 
Pilsudski’s semi-dictatorship (1926), when the landowners were ex- 
tremely potent behind the scenes. 

The peasants, the most numerous class in Poland and the core of the 
nation, were relative newcomers to Polish politics. There were isolated 
and localized instances of peasant political activity in earlier times, but 
it was only at the turn of the present century that the peasants as a 
whole became a conscious social group. 

By the end of the nineteenth century, however, the peasants had 
begun to develop social consciousness in Galicia (Austrian Poland). 
This consciousness expressed itself in the creation of cooperatives, in 
insistence upon the rights of the villages to self-government, and, above 
all, in political activity. Independent peasant candidates were fre- 
quently elected to the Austrian Parliament and the Galician Diet. 
Gradually the Peasant Movement emerged, which was to become one 
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of the most powerful elements in Polish political life. It originated in 
Galicia. Prussian and Russian Poland soon followed suit, although 
their Peasant Movements did not have the strength and cohesion of the 
Galician movement. 

Because it had developed in the three separate parts of Poland, with 
their diverse traditions, the Peasant Party did not at once achieve or- 
ganizational unity in independent Poland. The various regions had 
peasant parties of their own, and some of these expanded beyond their 
regional limits and competed with local groups. This tendency to 
competition was strengthened by the fact that individual peasant 
leaders usually exerted a strong personal appeal and often looked for 
mass support outside their normal geographic areas. Another com- 
petitive factor entered the picture when economic differentiations began 
to develop among the peasants. Various political groups began to 
identify themselves with particular strata of the peasant population 
rather than with specific geographic regions. As a result, bitter strife 
often arose among the various peasant groups, but their representatives 
in Parliament always remained united on basic issues and thus wielded 
considerable power. 

After the establishment of Pilsudski’s semi-dictatorship in 1926, 
political pressure on all groups which opposed the regime increased. 
This pressure led to a growing realization that the best opportunity for 
the re-establishment of democracy lay in the coordinated activity of 
all democratic and peasant groups. The regional peasant parties there- 
fore merged into a unified Peasant Party (1931). Since no free na- 
tional election has been held since its formation, and since local and 
village elections were inconclusive because the personal element was 
so important in them, the Peasant Party has never been able fully to 
demonstrate its strength. However, a trend was apparent everi in the 
local elections, in which the Peasant Party swept dozens of counties. 

The Peasant Party was not the only political party active among the 
peasants. The Socialist Party also found many supporters among land- 
less peasants and petty landholders. Socialist influence among the 
peasantry was especially strong in industrial regions, where peasants 
often worked in factories during the winter. The National Demo- 
cratic Party also sought support among the peasants, but succeeded 
only in a few small and clearly defined geographic areas. 

Organizational activity among the Polish peasants was not limited 
to politics, especially in the last years before the Second World War, 
when the cooperative movement made astonishing progress throughout 
the Polish countryside, contributing gready to the improvement of eco- 
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nomic standards. A widespread educational movement, with, many 
“Folk Universities,” also took root. In both the cooperative and educa- 
tional fields, the Polish peasants looked abroad, especially to Denmark, 
to supplement their own creative spirit and experience. All these im- 
provements combined to fuse the peasants, particularly in the years 
preceding World War II, into a group completely independent of all 
others socially and ideologically. This development was especially 
apparent in the Peasant Youth Movement. 

While the population of the Polish countryside is divided into only 
two distinct social groups, the situation in the cities is very different. 
There we find not only the two classes which emerge with the capital- 
ist system of production — capitalists and workers — but also a number of 
intermediate groups of shopkeepers, artisans, professional men, civil 
servants, and white collar workers. These latter may be combined 
into two larger groups: the petty bourgeoisie, roughly corresponding 
to the lower-middle classes of the English-speaking nations, and the 
“intelligentsia.” Although the Polish countryside is basically more im- 
portant than the towns, the latter have been far more active in the 
political and cultural fields. 

The capitalists in Poland — ^factory owners, bankers, corporation 
executives — ^though not numerous, were very class-conscious. They 
included a number of foreigners, mostly Polonized Germans. Among 
the native Poles, a high percentage were of Jewish descent. Their in- 
fluence was limited almost exclusively to the economic field. In the 
cultural and social field they tried to emulate the landowners, with 
whom they insistently sought to associate either by drawing them into 
their business enterprises or by purchasing landed estates of their own. 

The Polish capitalist group was well organized by industries and 
regions, with a general organization commonly called “the Leviathan” 
as a central agency. It corresponded approximately to the National 
Association of Manufacturers in the United States. The most impor- 
tant of “the Leviathan’s” activities were representation of its member- 
ship before governmental agencies, protection of the members’ inter- 
ests, and research for their benefit. 

The government’s penetration into Poland’s economic life and the 
dependence of business on government policies necessitated close and 
continuous contact between business and government agencies, a func- 
tion which the “Leviathan” performed with considerable effectiveness. 
Probably because of their success on this apparendy non-political basis, 
the Polish capitalists made few attempts to influence political life 
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directly. They limited themselves to support of the Conservative Party, 
and, less frequently, of the National Democratic Party. Many in- 
dustrialists supported the Pilsudski clique when it became the ruling 
group in Poland. 

The workers were undoubtedly the most active political group in 
Poland. Some of them were descendants of city artisans, transformed 
into wage-earners by the emergence of factories. Others stemmed 
from the poorer gentry. Most of them, however, were landless peas- 
ants who had come to the cities to work for wages, which, low as they 
were, represented an improvement over the misery they had endured 
at home. The three elements quickly combined and a solid working 
class came into being. 

We have seen how the Polish Socialist Party developed in Congress 
Poland and Galicia while they still belonged to Russia and Austria, 
respectively. In independent Poland, these regions remained the center 
of the Socialist movement, although it also made large inroads in the 
formerly Prussian part of Poland, notably Silesia, and in the seaboard 
city of Gdynia. In the early democratic years of the Republic, the 
Socialist Party had considerable influence in Parliament and in local 
government; it also had many representatives in the Social Security Of- 
fices, which were at that time administered by directors elected by 
workers and employers. However, when it became clear that the 
Socialist Party would uncompromisingly oppose the dictatorial tend- 
encies of the Pilsudski regime, established in 1926, the regime decided 
to destroy Socialist influence by transferring the functions of local gov- 
ernments and Social Security Offices to appointed central government 
officials. This resulted in loss of patronage and considerable damage 
to the Socialist organization. Further deterioration was brought about 
by the economic depression of 1929-1932 and by political pressure on the 
part of the authorities, exercised mostly in smaller cities. 

The Polish Socialist Party was at its lowest ebb in the years im- 
mediately after 1930. The Socialist organization did, however, retain 
considerable influence among the workers. A few years later, when 
the masses became disillusioned with the Pilsudski regime, and when 
the upward economic trend made a drive for higher wages possible, the 
Socialist Party, together with the trade unions, took a leading part in 
‘■hat drive and combined it with political action aimed at the overthrow 
of the dictatorship and the re-establishment of democracy. In a matter 
of months, the Socialist Party again became the focal point of the demo- 
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cratic opposition, which attracted citizens of high standing even from 
outside the ranks of labor. The municipal elections of 1938 and 1939 
— the first elections in many years that were not marred by an in- 
equitable electoral system or fraud— showed that the Socialists were by 
far the strongest political force in the Polish cities, in most of which 
they won either majorities or pluralities of votes and council seats. 

The Socialists were not the only political party active among the 
workers.® Most of the other parties sought the workers’ votes, but only 
three could be regarded as small-scale and local rivals of the Socialists: 
the Communist Party, the National Labor Party, and the Christian 
Democratic Party. 

The Communists, generally weak throughout the country, never won 
more than two or three per cent of the total electorate.^ But since 
most of their votes were concentrated in a few communities, they were 
able to elect representatives to Parliament and local governments. 
Sometimes the authorities disqualified their ticket for technical reasons, 
a method widely used by the administration whenever it wanted to 
check the electoral success of any political party. The Communist 
Party of Poland was not only faction-ridden—many of its supporters 
became disillusioned after the struggle between Stalinists and Trotsky- 
ites — ^but also spy-ridden. This eventually led to the dissolution of the 
party by the Comintern in 1937. 

The influence of the National Labor Party, a non-socialist reform 
party, was limited mostly to formerly Prussian Poland. It developed a 
strong nationalistic feeling coupled with a bitter antagonism to Ger- 
man-dominated labor organizations, with which the Polish Socialists 
cooperated. In restored and united Poland, its power was steadily 
declining. 

The Christian Democratic Party was basically a Catholic middle- 
class party, somewhat akin to the German Center Party and the Aus- 
trian Christian Socialist Party. Enjoying the support of the Catholic 
clergy, it was for a time very influential among religiously inclined 
workers. Most of this influence disappeared later when the antag- 
onism between the Catholic Church and the Socialist Party became 
less sharp. In recent years, the Christian Democratic Party was able 
to retain its influence among workers only in Upper Silesia, where it 


, ® Gross, Feliks, “The Polish Proletariat and Socialism,” Journal of Central European Affairs, 
IV (October, 1944), pp. 241-261. 

'^The Communist Party, as such, was outlawed in Poland, but Communist candidates were 
able to run for oflEce as individuals. 



POLAND 


388 

had taken deep root because of the great popularity of its one-time 
leader, Korfanty.® Shortly before the outbreak of war in 1939, the 
National Labor Party and the Christian Democratic Party merged 
into the Christian Labor Party, a democratic movement which looked 
for inspiration to the Papal encyclicals on social problems. 

Polish labor was very political-minded and it was, therefore, in the 
political parties that its desires and aspirations were best expressed. 
The trade union movement was also of great importance and its mem- 
bership greatly exceeded that of the political parties. The trade unions 
concentrated on collective bargaining and grievance adjustment ma- 
chinery. Some of the unions were organized on a craft basis, others 
on an industrial basis. However, the existence of several competing 
trade union federations, with attendant jurisdictional disputes, under- 
mined their influence and efficiency to some extent. 

The Polish Trades Union Congress was by far the strongest of all 
the trade union federations. It was, in theory, non-partisan, but most 
of its leaders were Socialists and it cooperated closely with the Socialist 
Party. The other federations were also connected with political parties. 
Some of them were simply vote-catching agencies for their respective 
parties rather than bona-fide labor organizations. The stiff rivalry 
between the various federations resulted in high membership figures. 
Reliable data indicate that about half of all the industrial workers in 
Poland were unionized in 1938. The greatest influence in union activi- 
ties was wielded by the Polish Trades Union Congress which also had 
the largest membership. 

Poland, like other Central and Eastern European countries, had a 
special social group called the “intelligentsia.” It consisted of persons 
of greatly varied economic status and occupations, but with the com- 
mon factor of at least a certain minimum of formal schooling (sec- 
ondary schooling was usually deemed sufficient to place a person within 
this group), and a non-manual occupation. Thus, it included profes- 
sional people, civil servants, teachers of all grades, and white collar 
workers. As a social group, the intelligentsia had several origins. At 
first it was made up of educated burghers and impoverished noblemen 
who came to the cities in search of non-manual jobs. Later, many 
peasants’ sons who had secured an education and professional jobs 
found their way into its ranks^ with Jewish professionals following 

^Wojdech Korfanty represented Silesian workers in the German Parliament before 1914. 
After 1918 he became the chief leader in the struggle of the Silesian Poles for the reunion of 
Silesia with Poland. His personal popularity, derived from his contribution to that national 
success, enhanced the fortunes of his party. 
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them closely. However, the various constituent elements of the in- 
telligentsia soon consolidated, forming a distinct social group.® Its 
members often patterned themselves on the gentry in their way of 
living. 

The influence of the intelligentsia in Polish life derived not so 
much from their own political organization, the Democratic Party, 
which was in and out of politics and never achieved much importance, 
but rather from their leadership of most of the other political parties. 
This group also staffed the administrative offices of the state and shaped 
the minds of youth in the schools. 

The intelligentsia reflected almost all political currents in Poland. 
Some of the group played an important part in building up the ideol- 
ogy and strength of the Pilsudski regime. It was only in the last pre- 
war years that a general leftward trend became apparent among them. 

The lower-middle class was another distinct social group in the Polish 
towns. It was composed mostly of persons active in the professions 
which had originated before the industrial revolution, such as shop- 
keeping and artisanship. These were joined later by a considerable 
number of lower-grade civil servants whose positions did not require a 
degree of education which would place them among the intelligentsia. 
Because their economic security was constantly menaced by the process 
of industrialization and commercial consolidation, members of this 
group took an essentially reactionary position in Poland’s political life 
and were the backbone of every reactionary movement, including the 
National Democratic Party. 

This party, which was the chief political outlet for Polish circles 
that advocated cooperation with Tsarist Russia before 1914, soon be- 
came the foremost reactionary force in independent Poland. While at 
first it paid lip service to a moderate form of political democracy, it 
split soon after Fascism appeared on the international political scene. 
The majority of its members looked to Fascism as a model to be fol- 
lowed in Poland. Some of these Fascist forces, notably the younger 
elements, broke away from the National Democratic Party and formed 
the National Revolutionary Camp (commonly known as the Nara)}^ 
The rest remained within the Party to combat the more conservative 
old-timers. This factional struggle, which divided the National Demo- 
cratic Party, was still in progress when the war broke out in 1939. 
National Revolutionaries as well as Fascist-minded National Demo- 


® Gross, Feliks, op. cit. 

There were also other Fascist groups, such as the Polish Phalanx. 
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crats soon adopted Fascist organizational forms and tactics. They 
roamed Polish cities in uniforms, attacked the political meetings of 
their opponents, beat them up in the streets, and generally introduced 
terroristic methods. Both these groups were very active and had a 
following among university students, which, together with their hood- 
lum tactics, placed them more in the public eye than their real strength 
and membership warranted. 

Whatever their disagreements of political theory, all National Demo- 
crats were united against cultural progress and the rights of labor. In 
Parliament, their representatives consistently opposed progressive legis- 
lation and advocated a variety of anti-labor measures. In economic 
life, they often supplied strike-breakers. This attitude was determined 
both by the connection between the National Democratic Party and the 
“Leviathan” in the early years of the republic, and by the antagonism 
of the lower-middle classes to organized labor, prevalent throughout 
continental Europe between the two World Wars. Whenever the 
National Democrats made one of their unsuccessful bids for labor sup- 
port, this antagonism was naturally played down. 

The National Democratic Party was also strongly anti-Semitic. The 
National Revolutionaries openly organized anti-Jewish demonstrations 
and advocated the expulsion of Jews from Poland. The anti-Semitic 
element overshadowed all others in the Nationalist propaganda and 
was practically the only one employed during periods when the gen- 
eral trend of public opinion was to the Left. 

The National Democratic Party was the main political expression of 
the Polish lower-middle class. Its only rivals were the Christian 
Democrats. The latter refused to have any ideological or political 
connection with Fascism, especially in the last years before the war. 
Moreover, because of their continued efforts to gain influence among 
the workers, they could not afford to take the anti-labor attitude char- 
acteristic of the National Democrats. Their anti-Semitism was hardly 
more moderate than that of the National Democrats, but it did not take 
such brutal forms. 

The widespread anti-Semitism of the Polish lower-middle class was 
almost certainly the result of acute economic competition between 
Gentile and Jewish shopkeepers and artisans, just as the anti-Semitism 
of Gentile professionals was a reaction to the competition of their Jew- 
ish colleagues. Only an expansion of Poland’s economic life could 
have brought about a broadening of opportunity sufficient to reduce the 
intensity of competition in these fields. 
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The Minorities 

The inhabitants of Poland were not all of Polish extraction. In east- 
ern Poland there were numerous Ukrainians and White Russians who 
frequently constituted local majorities. The Jews were scattered 
throughout Poland, though mostly concentrated in towns and cities. 
Western Poland was honeycombed with German settlements. There 
were also small groups of other minorities — Lithuanians, Czechs, Rus- 
sians — ^but these were not important enough numerically to exercise any 
influence. In round figures, as of January i, 1939, Poland had 35,500,- 
000 inhabitants, which included approximately 5,000,000 Ukrainians, 

1.900.000 White Russians, 800,000 Germans, and 3,400,000 Jews (about 

400.000 of the latter listed themselves in the census as being of the 
Hebrew religion, but of Polish nationality). 

The Ukrainians lived in southeastern Poland, where areas with a 
Ukrainian majority were intermingled with others predominantly 
Polish. The cities, particularly Lwow, were almost exclusively Polish 
in character. Most of the Ukrainians were peasants and few of them 
achieved the status of intelligentsia or factory workers. The Polish 
Ukrainians were divided in religion. Those who lived in Galicia (un- 
der Austrian domination before 1918) were Catholics (of the Greek 
rite), whereas those who lived in formerly Russian areas were Russian- 
Orthodox. The Galician Ukrainians were the most active politically, 
for the same reasons that made the Polish Peasant Party of Galicia the 
leading element in the Polish Peasant Movement. 

In 1918 and 1919, a Polish-Ukrainian war was waged over the future 
of eastern Galicia. It was won by Poland and left considerable bitter- 
ness on both sides. Most Ukrainians refused to accept the outcome of 
the war and its recognition by the League of Nations, and retained 
their aspirations for independence. Many Poles, for their part, became 
suspicious of the Ukrainians and sought to restrict their educational 
and economic opportunities, a situation which the Ukrainians tried to 
counteract by developing their own cooperative movement. 

There were several Ukrainian political parties. They varied in their 
approach to economic and social questions, but were united in advocat- 
ing an independent Ukraine to include all the areas inhabited by 
Ukrainians. Only the Ukrainian Communists, who called themselves 

^ About 800,000, included in the total of 1,900,000 White Russians, designated their national- 
ity as “local people” in the census. 
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the “Communist Party of Western Ukraine,” urged the union of all 
these areas with the Ukrainian Soviet Republic. Intransigeant Ukrain- 
ian youths frequently terrorized the Poles, burning their homes and 
crops and bringing down severe reprisals by the Pilsudski government. 

The White Russians^^ lived in northeastern Poland, east of the Vilna 
area, which was inhabited by Poles. Practically all White Russians 
were peasants. Their national feeling was much less intense than that 
of the Ukrainians. Many of them voted for Polish parties in elections. 

The Polish Jews were distributed all over Poland, but their ratio to 
the total population was highest in the large cities, and generally higher 
in eastern Poland. There were comparatively few Jews in western 
Poland. Only a small proportion of Jews lived in rural districts, either 
as farmers or as shopkeepers. The Jewish urban population included 
shopkeepers, handicraftsmen, workers, professionals, and capitalists. 
They were particularly well represented in retail trade and the handi- 
crafts, and it was in these fields that they offered the greatest competi- 
tion to Gentiles. 

It was mainly because of their concentration in Poland that the Jews 
clung together, continuing to use their own language — ^Yiddish — and 
developing a culture and educational system of their own. About lo 
per cent of the Polish Jews, however, regarded themselves as part of the 
Polish nation and used the Polish language in everyday life. These 
assimilated Jews took an active part in Polish political and cultural life, 
but the anti-Semitism of Polish Rightists soon limited their par- 
ticipation to progressive Polish parties. 

The non-assimilated Jews had political groups of their own. The 
Jewish Socialists (“Bundists”), Zionists, Labor Zionists, and the Re- 
ligious Federation (Orthodox Jews) were the most important among 
them. For some time their strength was fairly evenly balanced, with 
the Zionists somewhat in the lead. But the municipal elections of 
1938-1939 showed that the Jewish Socialists were gaining the confidence 
of the majority of Polish Jews. 

An active and creative cultural life developed among the non- 
assimilated Polish Jews. Novels, poetry, periodicals, and scientific 
works in large numbers were published in Yiddish, and the Jewish 
stage attracted large audiences. There were also many schools with 
instruction in Yiddish. The cultural centers of non-assimilated Polish 
Jewry were in Warsaw and Vilna. In the latter city, the Jewish Scien- 


^ See footnote 
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tific Institute (YIVO — at present in New York) carried on extremely 
productive research work. 

There was greater social diversity among the Germans in Poland 
than among the almost exclusively rural Ukrainians and White Rus- 
sians, or the almost exclusively urban Jews. Some of the Germans 
were farmers, usually owning medium-sized farms, others were indus- 
trialists or skilled factory workers. 

After the establishment of Polish independence, a considerable pro- 
portion of the Germans in Poland professed loyalty to the republic but 
worked against it secretly with the support of the authorities in the 
German Reich. This type of activity was enhanced after the Nazis 
took over Germany. Despite initial protestations of friendship, the 
Nazis were always preparing to attack Poland. 

The social diversity of the German minority in Poland was reflected 
in the variety of their political parties. Practically all the German 
parties were represented among the Germans in Poland, but only the 
Socialists and the Catholic Center cooperated with their Polish counter- 
parts. 

When the Nazis came to power in Germany, they seized control of 
several important German organizations in Poland which had been 
subsidized by the German Government and were thus dependent upon 
it. This gave the Nazis an effective springboard from which to gain 
unchallenged superiority among the Germans in Poland. They either 
took over the other German parties directly or simply disbanded them 
and absorbed their members into the Nazi organization, which adopted 
the respectable name of “Young German Party.” Nazi propaganda 
among the Germans in Poland was not limited to persons who had been 
active in German organizations, but also sought to appeal to Poles of 
German origin, no matter how many generations back. Emphasizing 
the racial myth and the master-race legend, the Nazis were able to 
arouse pro-German feeling even among persons who had always re- 
garded themselves and been regarded as Poles. The Nazi fifth column 
in Poland was based on this element. 

Political Trends 

While Poland was fighting the Battle of the Frontiers, Moraczewski’s 
government, appointed by Pilsudski, proclaimed a liberal electoral law 
on November 28, 1918. It provided suffrage for both sexes on the basis 
of proportional representation. The Sejm (Diet), elected on January 
26, 1919, met without the representatives of Poznan, who went to War- 
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saw only after the conclusion of the Versailles Treaty, but with the 
former deputies to the Austrian Reichsrat from Eastern Galicia. It was 
almost equally divided between the multiplicity of Right and Left par- 
ties, most of which had existed before the re-establishment of independ- 
ent Poland (the Polish Socialist Party, the Peasant Party, the National 
Democratic Party, and the less important National Labor and Christian 
Democratic Parties).^® Soon after its first meeting on February lo, 
1919, at which the National Democrat Trampezynski was elected 
speaker, the Diet introduced a temporary “Little Constitution,” con- 
firmed the office of the “Chief of State,” and voted its confidence in Pil- 
sudski, with the provision that he exercise executive power through a 
Cabinet which he was to appoint in consultation with the Diet. Both 
the Chief of State and the Government were made responsible to the 
Diet, which assumed supreme legislative authority and control over 
the executive powers. 

The governments which followed that of Paderewski (which was in 
office when the Diet first met) were either coalition Cabinets weighted 
to the Right, or Cabinets of experts and officials who lacked a solid body 
of supporters in the Diet and had to depend upon different Parlia- 
mentary groups for the enactment of each policy they proposed. The 
sole exception was the Cabinet of National Defense, headed by the 
peasant leader W. Witos as Premier and the Socialist leader Daszynski 
as Vice Premier. This Cabinet, in which all parties were represented, 
was appointed at a moment of grave national danger in 1920, when 
Russian armies were within ten miles of Warsaw. It survived peace 
with Russia by only a few weeks and was succeeded by another Cabinet 
composed of moderate professors and officials. 

These early Cabinets did not continue the social reforms begun by 
the Socialist-led administrations of Daszynski and Moraezewski. The 
unexpected show of voting strength by the National Democrats pre- 
cluded expansion of the progressive legislation introduced by decree 
before the first meeting of the Diet. However, the strong demand for 
agrarian reform forced the passage of a bill, in 1920, which limited the 
size of landed estates to 100 hectares (approximately 250 acres) in west- 
ern and central Poland, and to 400 hectares (approximately 1000 acres) 
in the parts of Poland which had a lower level of agricultural produc- 
tivity. The enforcement of this law was extremely slow and cautious. 

The Diet’s work centered primarily upon the future constitution. 
After a bill proposing a federal government structure was rejected, the 
principle of a unified democratic and parliamentary republic was 

Several lesser parties, such ^s the Conservative, Democratic, and Center parties, were also 
represented in the Diet by a few deputies each. 
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adopted. Considerable discussion was finally followed by the promul- 
gation of a genuinely democratic constitution on March 17, 1921. 

The constitution resembled that of the French Republic, except for 
the role and the powers of the Senate.^^ Executive authority was care- 
fully limited. The Senate was given the right to revise the acts of the 
Sejm, but a majority of the Sejm could overrule the Senate. Both 
houses were elected for five-year terms by universal adult suffrage on 
the basis of proportional representation. Executive power was vested 
in a President, elected for a seven-year term by the National Assembly 
(both houses in joint session). The President was to appoint a Cabi- 
net responsible to the Parliament. The Bill of Rights provisions were 
among the most complete in modern European constitutions. But, 
like the French constitutional laws of 1875 upon which it was modelled, 
the Polish Constitution failed to include adequate provisions for resolv- 
ing a deadlock between the executive and the legislature. This fact, 
further aggravated by the failure to specify a deadline for the passage of 
budget legislation, finally proved fatal to the constitution. 

Polish Political Life, 7922-/959 

The first Polish Parliament, elected in 1922, did not have any clear 
political majority. The National Democrats, together with the Con- 
servatives and Christian Democrats, were by far the strongest group in 
both Houses, but the Left and Center could outvote them if and when 
they were able to enlist the support of the 8o-odd deputies representing 
the national minorities. 

The first important political act of the new Parliament was to elect 
Poland’s constitutional President. Pilsudski, irritated by a protracted 
struggle with the Sejm over the right of nominating Cabinets during the 
time when he was fighting the war with Russia, made it known that 
he would not be a candidate for the Presidency. He believed that the 
constitution did not give the President adequate powers. The post fell 
to the candidate of the Left, Gabriel Narutowicz, a well-known liberal 
engineer. He was elected by the votes of the Polish Left, the Peasant 
Party, and the representatives of the minorities. The incensed Na- 
tional Democrats then began to insist that no majority in the Polish 
Parliament should be considered valid unless it consisted of purely 
Polish votes. This violent campaign caused high tension. A few days 
after his inauguration. President Narutowicz was murdered by a mem- 
ber of the National Democratic Party. He was succeeded by Stanis- 

In old Poland, the name Diet was used to designate joindy the House of Deputies and the 
Senate. In modern Poland, only the House of Deputies is known as the Diet. 
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law Wojciechowski, one of the leaders of the Polish cooperative move- 
ment and a former member of the Socialist Party. 

There were several Cabinets dioring Wojciechowski’s term. Some 
consisted of experts and civil servants who carried out the tasks of their 
office without following any political program and obtained acceptance 
of their bills by majorities which shifted with the nature of the legisla- 
tion proposed. Other Cabinets were “Parliamentary” and consisted of 
political leaders. These were the result of short-lived parliamentary 
combinations, mostly between parties of the Right and the Peasant 
Party. Pilsudski was appointed Marshal and Inspector General of the 
Polish Army, but resigned when his proposal that the Inspector General 
should be the actual Supreme Commander of the Armed Forces was 
rejected by the Cabinet (May, 1923). 

In May, 1926, Wincenty Witos returned to form a third Cabinet, in 
which an anti-Pilsudski general was appointed Minister of War. Pil- 
sudski organized a revolt of the troops that had remained faithful to 
him. He was supported by his close friend General Rydz-Smigly and 
also by the Socialist Party and trade unions.^® The latter joined with 
him because the government was generally suspected of encouraging 
a coup by nascent Fascist groups. The support of the Railwaymen’s 
Union proved especially useful, since it delayed the trains carrying rein- 
forcements for the government and brought in reinforcements for 
Pilsudski. After three days of street fighting in Warsaw, both the 
President and the Cabinet resigned. M. Rataj,^® the Speaker of the 
Diet, became acting President and appointed a new Cabinet conform- 
ing to Pilsudski’s wishes. 

When Pilsudski seized power in 1926, his avowed aims were to 
strengthen the executive powers, to eradicate official corruption, and to 
reorganize the high command of the PoHsh armed forces. But what 
he really wanted, in addition to the above, was a decisive voice in all 
major political decisions, especially those concerning foreign policy. 
If he could achieve this aim, the technical title and nature of his posi- 
tion were unimportant to him. A man of modest tastes and an old- 
time conspirator, Pilsudski hated publicity and ostentation. His favor- 
ite method of public expression was by press interviews, although he 
generally preferred to state his views in private and have his plans car- 
ried out by others. 

Pilsudski’s original plans undoubtedly called for the execution of his 

“Pilsudski was also supported by the Communist Party at that time. 

“Executed by the Germans in 1940, together with his friend, the Socialist leader M. Nied- 
zialkowski. 
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political designs within the framework of the existing constitutional 
set-up. He declined to run for the Presidency. Instead, a learned and 
respected but politically unknown professor of chemistry, Ignacy 
Moscicki, hand-picked by Pdsudski, was elected President. A few 
weeks later, a constitutional amendment was passed providing a mecha- 
nism for breaking deadlocks between the legislature and the executive 
by giving the President the right to dissolve Parliament. 

Pilsudski’s idea was to obtain Presidential appointment of Ministers 
who belonged to no political parties or had only loose connections with 
them and who would command the respect of Par liam ent. He hoped 
thereby to secure passage of legislation he deemed necessary, at the same 
time keeping party politics out of executive departments. Minor legis- 
lation in which he was not interested was to be left to Parliament. 
Men personally connected with Pilsudski and planted by him in re- 
sponsible positions in almost all political parties were counted upon to 
keep their respective parties in line. 

Kazimierz Bartel,^'^ a professor of engineering and formerly a demo- 
cratic deputy, -was appointed Prime Minister. Popular among the 
deputies of the Left and Center, he seemed to be the most appropriate 
person to carry out Pilsudski’s original tactical plan. He later resigned 
and was reappointed several times. Each time his return to office was 
interpreted as a resumption by Pilsudski of his original tactics of coop- 
erating with Parliament on his own conditions. For himself, Pilsudski 
selected the office of Minister of War and Inspector General of the 
Armed Forces. He was also Prime Minister on two occasions. 

Pilsudski’s plans, however, did not work out in practice. The parties 
of the Left, which had helped Pilsudski with his coup, soon discovered 
that he meant to rule Poland dictatorially, preserving only the appear- 
ance of constitutional government. They were also indignant over 
Pilsudski’s open alliance with the Conservative Party and offered strong 
opposition. Pilsudski realized that he would need his own political 
group in Parliament if he was to go on with his program. Accord- 
ingly, he delayed parliamentary elections for almost two years while he 
set up a political organization he could rely on for unconditional 
support. 

This brings us to the core of the problem. Up to 1926 and 1927, Pil- 
sudski enjoyed the support of Leftists. Their first loyalty, however, 
was to their own parties and they abandoned Pilsudski when it became 
clear that a struggle between him and the parties of the Left was un- 
avoidable. But Pilsudski also had other supporters, much less numer- 


Executed by the Germans in 1941. 
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ous but loyal to him alone. This group consisted of his former soldiers, 
members of the Polish Legions of the First World War. Many of 
them became professional soldiers after the war and soon developed the 
arrogance characteristic of that class; others, mostly intellectuals, re- 
turned to civilian life. All of them were convinced that they alone, led 
by Pilsudski, were responsible for the re-establishment of an independ- 
ent Poland to the exclusion of everyone else. They resented all politi- 
cal activities by persons outside their clique and considered themselves 
the only group fit to govern Poland. They resented even more any 
opposition to Pilsudski, especially from such former sympathizers as 
Socialists and other Left-wing groups. The arrogance of the Pilsudski 
faction was rationalized and justified by students of Pareto’s theory of 
the elite, since these people came to regard themselves as the national 
elite. 

Every elite must of course have a source from which it periodically 
renews itself. That source in Poland was provided by the intelligent- 
sia, the social element most sympathetic to the Pilsudski veterans. The 
Polish intelligentsia, while furnishing much of the leadership of all 
political groups, lacked a powerful political instrument of their own; 
this vacuum was filled by Pilsudski’s group. The fact that a large 
number of the intelligentsia were employed by the government or by 
organizations dependent upon it probably accelerated the process of 
enlisting their support. This situation continued until Pilsudski’s 
death and, to some extent, even afterwards. 

Most of the intelligentsia thus placed themselves in strong opposition 
to the peasants and workers who fought for democracy and against 
dictatorship. They also developed the conviction that all power in 
Poland should belong to them. Some sociologists compare the arro- 
gance of the Polish gentry of pre-partition times with that of the 
Polish intelligentsia in the Pilsudski period, finding similar character- 
istics and attitudes in the two groups. Others liken the basic ideologi- 
cal approach of the Polish intelligentsia to that of the American 
“Technocrats.” 

As noted above, Pilsudski postponed parliamentary elections until 
1928 in order to permit this support to consolidate and to win additional 
backing from various other quarters. When the polls were tabulated, 
the Pilsudski supporters (under the name of “Non-Partisan Pro-Gov- 
ernment Bloc”)^® emerged as the strongest single group in both 
Houses, but with only one-quarter of the total number of seats. Unable 

“ Usually referred to as the initials of the Polish name of the group. Also known 

as the Sanacja. 
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to improve their position in spite of a number of electoral frauds, they 
were defeated in the organization of the Diet when the Socialist leader 
Daszynski was elected Speaker by the combined vote of the Left. 
Pilsudski had Bartel reappointed Premier, but the democratic parties 
were determined to prevent the establishment of dictatorship, even in 
disguise. An issue was soon created when the Board of Audits dis- 
covered that huge sums of money had been spent by the Treasury with- 
out parliamentary authorization, and that part of this money was used 
to cover the electoral expenses of the Pilsudski faction. The Minister 
of Finance was impeached and tried by the Tribunal of State. 

At that point, it became clear that Pilsudski could not be a dictator 
and still preserve the appearances of parliamentary rule. He once 
tried to intimidate the Diet by crowding the lobby with officers, but 
Speaker Daszynski refused to open the session until the officers left the 
building. Pilsudski attempted to strengthen his hand by obtaining the 
appointment of a new Cabinet, selecting the Ministers from a particu- 
larly aggressive group known as the “Colonels” because most of them 
had held that rank in the army. The issues sharpened. The parties 
of the Left and Center united in the battle to save democracy in Po- 
land. Mass demonstrations were held throughout Poland, but in the 
very midst of the campaign the Diet was dissolved (1930), and the 
deputies were thus deprived of parliamentary immunity. About 
twenty of them, including the most active leaders of the democratic 
opposition, were arrested and taken to the fortress dungeon of Brest, 
where they were mistreated and threatened with death.^® 

New elections were called, but the administration had seized control 
of the election machinery. In many constituencies opposition tickets 
were thrown off the ballot, leaving only the Sanacja (Pilsudski) ticket. 
The electoral campaign of the opposition was further severely handi- 
capped by a ban on most meetings called by the democratic parties, by 
repeated seizures of opposition papers and their printing plants, by in- 
timidating voters at the polls, and, finally, by fraud in the tabulation of 
votes. Despite these tactics, the Pilsudski group was credited in the 
official announcement with only 40 per cent of the votes cast. How- 
ever, as a result of the elimination of opposition tickets wherever these 
were most likely to win, the Sanacja captured just over one-half of the 
parliamentary seats. 

The opposition parties had lost the struggle for power. If they were 
ever to win office again, they had to start from the beginning. That 

of these deputies were tried for allegedly plotting sedition and sentenced to various 
terms in jail. 
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was not easy. By that time the administration, substituting appointed 
commissioners for formerly elected mayors and social security directors, 
had secured a monopoly of all sources of patronage (it already con- 
trolled the jobs in direct government service and the railroads) . More- 
over, the depression of 1929 had caught up with Poland (a year late) 
and the people’s attention was taken up with fighting it rather than 
with political issues, which were shelved for the time being. 

For almost the first time since its restoration, Poland had an ad- 
ministration which commanded a majority in Parliament, a homoge- 
neous Cabinet and a civil service completely loyal to it. The people 
expected that this government would be able to do something to allevi- 
ate their suffering. But the government made the situation even worse, 
if possible, by stubbornly continuing its one-sided deflationary policy, 
which ruined the peasants and increased unemployment until every 
third potential wage-earner was out of work. At the same time, per- 
sons connected with members of the government and those in im- 
portant economic positions enjoyed ostentatious luxury. Resultant 
popular disillusion gave new strength to the opposition parties, which, 
however, were unable to prevent the adoption by Parliament of laws re- 
stricting civil liberties and limiting the existing progressive social legis- 
lation. 

The 'climax of the Pilsudski clique’s legislative activities was the 
adoption of a new constitution in 1935. "While not overtly Fascist, this 
constitution was strongly authoritarian. Technically, legislative power 
was still vested in Parliament, but the President was given extensive 
rights to legislate by decree as well as the right to appoint a part of the 
Senators. Furthermore, the new electoral laws made it practically im- 
possible for opposition parties to obtain the election of their candidates. 

The old Polish constitution required a two-thirds majority for the 
adoption of constitutional amendments and changes. Lacking such a 
majority, the Pilsudski faction engineered a parliamentary incident, 
causing the opposition deputies to leave the House. Thereupon, the 
Pilsudski forces quickly passed the new constitution, crowding all three 
readings into one meeting. This procedure aroused much indignation 
in Poland, but, since the President signed the bill and since there is no 
judicial review of legislation in Poland, the new constitution became 
law in spite of serious misgivings advanced by the opposition. 

Pilsudski had long been ill and died (May 12, 1935) a few weeks 
after the passage of the new constitution. Some of his followers 
hoped that his death would end the anomalous situation where an in- 
dividual, technically only one of the Ministers, exercised virtual dicta- 
torship. They urged that the new constitution be permitted to func 
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tioiij with the President duly exercising his powers under it. Others 
opposed the change, supporting the bid of Marshal Rydz-Smigly, 
Pilsudski’s successor as Inspector-General, for the place that Pilsudski 
had occupied in Polish life since 1926. The followers of Marshal 
Rydz-Smigly won, and President Moscicki continued his merely 
nominal functions. 

In the meantime, the economic situation had improved. Conditions 
permitted increases in salaries. A re-established trade union movement 
gained strength and a wave of strikes swept the country. The aims oi 
the strikes were more' than economic. At that time, and especially 
after Pilsudski’s death, demands for the re-establishment of democracy 
were voiced with increasing insistence by the peasants and workers and 
by the Peasant and Socialist Parties which represented them. Since the 
new electoral law made it impossible for them to gain representation in 
Parliament, mass action was the only course open to them. More- 
over, the increasing sympathy shown by Marshal Rydz-Smigly toward 
Fascism and Fascist elements, including the National Revolutionary 
Group, caused many former Pilsudski supporters to come over to the 
opposition. They either joined one of the existing parties, or the 
newly reorganized Democratic Party. 

The increased activity of the opposition forced the Fascist followers 
of Marshal Rydz-Smigly repeatedly to postpone their projected coup, 
in preparation for which they had created a “National Unity Party.” 

It was slated eventually to become the official party of a Fascist regime. 
The adherents of this party, however, were limited to reactionary Pil- 
sudski supporters and to certain other Rightists who had joined it be- 
cause it seemed more likely to establish Fascism in Poland than the Na- 
tional Democratic Party (which, incidentally, had by that time dropped 
the “Democratic” from its name). 

The autumn of 1938 saw much feverish discussion of ways and means 
among the followers of Rydz-Smigly. It was a time of national and 
municipal elections. Because the electoral law made it practically .im- 
possible for the opposition parties to obtain representation in Parlia- 
ment, they boycotted the national elections as they had in 1935. In 
both elections, no more than half of the eligible voters went to the polls. 
The -national elections of 1938 naturally ended in a complete “victory” 
for the Ozon. A few weeks later, however, municipal elections were 
held, in which the opposition parties participated. This time the op- 
position, especially the Peasant and Socialist Parties, swept the country, 
showing clearly that the power of the Sanacja was only the result of 
special privilege, pressure, and fraud. 


Known in Poland as Ozon or 0,ZJSf,, from the initials of the party’s name in Polish, 
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The democratic victory in the municipal elections of 1938 and 1939 
(held in communities which had not elected their administrations in 
1938) checked whatever plans Marshal Rydz-Smigly and his followers 
had developed for changing Poland’s authoritarian constitution into 
an outright Fascist or near-Fascist regime. The threat of war, which 
became apparent early in 1939, was another obstacle. But despite the 
opposition’s repeated demands for a democratic revision of the consti- 
tution, or at least of the electoral law, nothing was done about them. 
The outbreak of war found only followers of the Ozon in office, 
under the presidency of Ignacy Moscicki, who had been elected in 1926 
and re-elected in 1933. 

Polish Cultural Life, 

The restoration of Poland’s independence in 1918 wrought far- 
reaching changes in Polish cultural life. 

Lyric poetry was the outstanding form of literature duripg the first 
ten years of Poland’s independence. It was represented by a group 
of poets called the “Scamanderists” (a name derived from the liter- 
ary monthly Scamander). They achieved considerable success in mod- 
ernizing the language of Polish poetry, mainly by revitalizing it 
with elements of the modern urban language and by introducing 
variety into the rhythm and structure of their verse. They pioneered 
in the use of blank verse, novel rhymes, bold metaphors, and similar 
poetic forms. The “Scamanderists” proclaimed themselves to be “the 
poets of today,” which to some extent linked them with the Italian 
futurists and the Russian revolutionary poets. Such leading Polish 
poets as Julian Tuwim, Antoni Slonimski, Jan Lechon, and Kazimierz 
Wierzynski were members of the “Scamanderist” group. Other 
prominent Polish poets, like Kazimiera Illakowicz, Maria Pawlikowska, 
and Wladyslaw Broniewski, were also connected with the group, 
although much more loosely. 

Novelists continued the realist pattern established before the period 
of independence, but they used a new realistic technique. Zofia 
Nalkowska attempted a new form, which she called “written reality,” 
but later returned to an emphasis on plot. Maria Dabrowska used in 
Nights and Days the old form of chronicle-novel. Jozef Wittlin is not 
only an outstanding poet, well known for his translation of Homer’s 
Odyssey, but also the author of the lyrico-epic novel Salt of the Earth, 
which has been translated into many foreign languages. This novel 


“^Contributed by Professor Manfred Kridl, Smith College. 
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presents an excellent picture of the early days of the First World War. 
The historical novel is best represented by Zofia Kossak Szczucka, whose 
book Blessed Are the Meek, kas been translated into English. Julius 
Kaden-Bandrowski is the author of many novels which stand between 
realism and anti-realism, such as The Black Wings and Mateusz Bigda. 
Ignacy Witkiewicz, abandoned the realistic pattern both in his novels 
and more especially in his plays. 

Karol Hubert Rostworowski, author of Judas, was considered the 
foremost Polish playwright. The Quail, a play by the novelist Zerom- 
ski, and two plays by Nalkowska were sensationally successful. Con- 
temporary comedy is represented by Wlodzimierz Perzynski and Antoni 
Cwojdzinski. The latter brought scientific problems to the stage, writ- 
ing plays about the theory of relativity and Freud’s theory of dreams. 

The humanities and the sciences also made considerable progress. 
The following Polish leaders in these fields are well known abroad: 
Tadeusz Zielinski, professor of classical philology; the historian Marceli 
Handelsman ; and the logicians Lukasiewicz and Kotarbinski, 
pupils of Kazimicrz Twardowski, a recognized authority in the field 
of philosophy. Others worthy of mention are Sierpinski, Steinhaus, 
Banach, and Tarski, the chief representatives of the “Polish School of 
Mathematics”; Mme. Sklodowska-Curie; the chemist Kazimierz 
Fajans; the anthropologist and sociologist Bronislaw Malinowski; the 
sociologists Znaniecki and Czarnowski; the astronomer Banachiewicz; 
the bacteriologist Weigel; and the Sanskrit scholar A. Gawronski. 

K. Irzykowski and T. Boy-Zelenski were the most prominent liter- 
ary critics. In painting, a definite swing away from impressionism 
developed when painters began to emphasize the element of structure. 
The modern school of painting embracing various trends achieved con- 
siderable success in Poland. 

Extensive activity both in private housing and in the erection of 
public buildings gave impetus to the development of modern archi- 
tecture. Many old buildings, however, were carefully restored in their 
traditional appearance and architectural forms. 

Much emphasis was also placed in independent Poland upon folk 
art, which was encouraged both in building and in artistic textiles. 

Contemporary Polish music is best represented by Karol Szymanow- 
ski, who was very popular abroad, especially in Germany, and was 
considered by foreigners to be the foremost Polish composer since 
Chopin. He wrote symphonies, concertos, an opera, and a ballet. 
Many younger performers also gained wide fame: the pianists Jozef 
Hoffman and Artur Rubinstein, the harpsichordist Wanda Landowska, 
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the violinist Bronislaw Huberman, and the conductor Artur Rodzinski. 

The impact of Poland’s military defeat in 1939 was disastrous to 
Polish culture, especially since the Germans deliberately set out to 
destroy it. But Polish cultural life did not disappear. It continued 
both in the Polish underground and in exile, chiefly in Great Britain 
and the United States, where a number of poets and novelists found 
refuge. Several hundred Polish books were published in exile, in- 
cluding both novels and poetry. There were also Polish scientific 
societies in exile, which carried on the tradition of Polish science. The 
development of Polish culture under these conditions gives forceful 
proof of its vitality. It could not be crushed even by the trials and 
m isfortunes it had to endure after 1939. 

International Relations and the Coming Blitzkrieg 

Poland was originally France’s closest ally in Eastern Europe because 
of Poland’s constant search for security, but there were times when 
their relations were strained and marred by mutual recriminations. 
The changes in Polish-French relations illustrated the changing 
methods by which Poland struggled to achieve security, as well as 
changes in the French attitude toward Central-Eastern European 
problems. 

As far back as 1924, Germany adopted a double-faced line in foreign 
policy. With France and the other Western democracies, she was 
pliant and full of apparent good will, assuring them of her peaceful in- 
tentions and acceptance of the prevailing balance of power Toward 
Poland, however, Germany pursued an aggressive policy which had 
two aims: to convince the Western democracies that Poland should not 
be accepted as a full-fledged and permanent participant in European 
international life; and to prove that Germany had been grievously 
wronged by the territorial decisions concerning her frontiers with Po- 
land, notably in Pomerania (the so-called Polish Corridor) and Upper 
Silesia.^® Repeated incidents and frictions were engineered along the 
German-Polish border. The Polish minority in Germany was sub- 
jected to ruthless persecution and Germanization. Partly as a re- 
sult of this propaganda, England and France gradually lost interest in 
maintaining the existing balance of power in Central-Eastern Europe, 

^ Boas, George, “Stresemann, Object Lesson in Post-War Leadership,” Public Opinion Quar^ 
terly, VIII (Summer, 1944), pp. 232-43. 

^Roucek, Joseph S., Misapprehensions About Central-Eastern Europe in Anglo-Saxon His- 
toriography (reprinted from the Quarterly Bulletin of the Polish Institute of Arts and Sciences 
in America, January, 1944), analyzes the various causes which made the Anglo-Saxon world 
look down on Eastern Europe, partly under the influence of German propaganda. 
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a fact that was soon realized in Warsaw. But Poland’s foreign policy 
was not changed even by Pilsudski (after his seizure of power in 1926), 
although his feelings toward France were notoriously cool. 

The turning point came in 1933, when Hider seized power in Ger- 
many. Pilsudski secretly proposed a preventive war against Germany. 
But France rejected Pilsudski’s proposal, leading him to the conclusion 
that she was not interested in Eastern Europe and that Poland must 
henceforth seek her own safeguards independently. The spokesman 
of the new policy was Colonel Joseph Beck, who had shortly before 
been appointed Minister of Foreign Affairs. 

Beck opened negotiations with Germany for a non-aggression pact 
which was concluded in 1934? almost two years after the signing of a 
similar pact with the Soviet Union. The subsequent French proposal 
for an Eastern Pact of Security in which Russia would participate was 
interpreted by Pilsudski as additional proof that France wished to 
reduce her commitments in Eastern Europe and dilute them by ac- 
cepting Russia as a partner in underwriting Eastern European security. 
Poland rejected the French proposal and placed ever-increasing reliance 
on friendly relations with Germany. Later, during the Munich crisis of 
1938, the failure of France to come to the rescue of Czechoslovakia was 
again interpreted in some Polish circles as proof of the soundness of 
Polish policy toward Germany. At the same time. Beck abandoned 
Warsaw’s former reliance on the League of Nations and collective 
security and switched to the bilateral-pact school of foreign relations, of 
which Berlin was a leading advocate. 

Polish public opinion was divided on the question of Beck’s German 
policy, which was strongly attacked from many quarters. The demo- 
cratic opposition strenuously opposed the shift away from the League; 
other groups, such as the traditionally Francophile conservative 
National Democrats, urged the maintenance of the Polish alliance with 
France. The democratic opposition was not able to force Poland’s re- 
turn to the collective security policy, but it nevertheless prevented 
further commitments with Germany. Berlin was unable to draw 
Poland into the Anti-Comintern Pact. However, Poland maintained 
friendly relations with the various states in the Fascist orbit, including 
Hungary and Italy. Polish diplomacy was helpful to Italy in the 
Abyssinian crisis, for Poland was the first nation, outside of the Italian 
satellites, to recognize the Italian conquest of Abyssinia. 

Relations between Russia and Poland were never cordial. After the 
Treaty of Riga, several other treaties were concluded by Warsaw and 
Moscow, including one which made the Kellogg Anti-War Pact ef- 
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fective between them immediately, without waiting until die pact 
obtained the necessary number of rati fi cations. A Russo-Polish non- 
aggression pact, signed in 1932, was extended for ten more years in 
1935 - 

As Polish-German relations improved, Polish Soviet relations deterio- 
rated. No country could simultaneously enjoy the friendship of both. 
Russian-Polish relations were especially strained during the Munich 
crisis, when Poland’s position made Soviet military intervention on 
Czechoslovakia’s behalf impossible. Later they improved somewhat 
until the German-Soviet non-aggression pact was signed. 

Friendly relations with Czechoslovakia were prevented by Polish 
resentment of Czechoslovakia’s attack on the Polish section of the 
Cicszyn (Teschen) region in Silesia in 1919, when Poland was engaged 
in war against the Ukraine and Russia. The Poles also resented the 
subsequent pressure upon them to accept the annexation of that region 
by Czechoslovakia. When this resentment began to disappear, partly 
because of Czechoslovakia’s considerate treatment of the Polish minor- 
ity, Poland and Czechoslovakia were already aligned in opposing 
political blocs as a result of Beck’s new foreign policy. Beck forced 
Czechoslovakia to return the Teschen area to Poland during the Mu- 
nich crisis; but Polish public opinion was shocked and critical, and 
the method of recovery was condemned. Several months later, after 
the complete occupation of Czechoslovakia by the Germans, thousands 
of Czech refugees streamed into Poland and met with a cordial recep- 
tion. 

Poland had no diplomatic relations with Lithuania until 1938, as the 
Lithuanians refused to recognize the acquisition of the Vilna district 
by Poland. Lithuanian diplomats considered their country in a state 
of war with Poland and repeatedly petitioned the League of Nations to 
compel Poland to restore the contested area to their country. Only in 
1938, when the German threat became imminent, was Polish pressure 
able to force Lithuania to re-establish diplomatic relations. 

Poland’s relations with other countries had no decisive impact on her 
foreign policy. However, particularly in Colonel Beck’s time, certain 
of these relations had repercussions beyond their original importance. 
Thus, Poland’s support of Hungary contributed considerably to the 
bitterness between Czechoslovakia and Poland. There was little cor- 
diality iu Poland’s relations with Great Britain before 1939. The Poles 
frequendy suspected British diplomacy of pro-German leanings. The 
events of 1939 completely changed this attitude. 

From 1934 to 1939 Hitler repeatedly urged Poland to join Germany 
in an attack on Soviet Russia, promising her large territorial gains in 
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Eastern Europe. Although Poland accepted French and British 
pledges of military aid in March, 1939, she rejected Moscow’s proposals 
two months later for a mutual assistance pact or participation in col- 
lective negotiations with England and France. War became inevitable 
when Poland, by rejecting German claims upon Polish territory and 
upon Danzig, showed herself ready to become the first nation to oppose 
Hitler’s expansionist tendencies with armed force rather than com- 
promise on the territorial issue. 

Then came the Russian-German non-aggression pact. At dawn on 
September i, 1939, German land and air armies attacked Poland with- 
out any declaration of war, crossing the frontier at 14 points from East 
Prussia, West Prussia, Silesia, Moravia, and Slovakia. Germany 
bombed all Polish airfields and 61 towns within the first few hours. 
The war lasted 35 days, from September i to October 5, 1939. The 
siege of Warsaw lasted 19 days in spite of heavy air and artillery bom- 
bardment. Warsaw surrendered on September 27. This was the pen- 
alty Poland paid for being the first country to abandon the policy of 
endless concessions and the first to have the courage to say No to Hitler. 

On September 17, 1939, Soviet troops also crossed the Polish border. 
Polish resistance was extremely weak, partly because most of the troops 
were engaged against the Germans, and partly because of the rumor 
that the Russians were coming to help Poland. The Russians advanced 
westward into Poland until they met the Germans, and both armies 
proceeded to mop up the remnants of the resisting Polish troops. The 
Soviet authorities explained Russia’s intervention by the need to protect 
the life and property of the Ukrainian and White Russian inhabitants 
of Eastern Poland. Later on, it was explained that the Soviet Govern- 
ment knew that the Germans would subsequently attack Russia and 
was therefore anxious to obtain an additional security zone. In view 
of this fact, it becomes immaterial to what extent the Russian action 
contributed to the defeat of the Polish troops, a large part of whom 
were taken prisoner by the Germans and the Russians. Even before 
organized Polish resistance had ceased, Germany and the Soviet Union 
partitioned Poland once again, each taking about one half of Poland’s 
territory. 

The German-occupied zone was inhabited by a compact population 
of 19 million Poles. There were also two million Jews in the German 
zone, and Germany created a Jewish reservation around Lublin as a 
vast concentration camp not only for Polish but also for German Jews. 
The Russian-held area was soon incorporated into the Soviet Ukrainian 
and White Russian Republics, on the basis of plebiscite-type elections to 
local National Assemblies. 
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Poland Fights Abroad and at Home 
The Polish Government fled to Romania. President Moscicki re- 
signed, nominating M. Raczkiewicz in Paris as his successor. Wlad- 
islaw Raczkiewicz formed a new Polish Government, at Angers in 
France, from among exiled Polish politicians. General Wladyslaw 
Sikorski was appointed Premier; Count Zaleski, ex-Foreign Minister of 
Poland’s anti-German period, was made Foreign Minister. Marshal 
Edward Rydz-Smigly, interned in Romania, was dismissed from his 
post as Commander-in-Chief and Inspector-General. The Polish 
Army was reorganized by enlisting Poles who lived in France and other 
foreign countries. 

Upon his appointment as Premier, General Sikorski (who had parted 
company with Pilsudski when the latter began to show dictatorial 
tendencies) immediately got in touch with representatives of the four 
main opposition parties (the Polish Socialist Party, the Peasant Party, 
the Christian Democratic Labor Party, and the National Party) and 
formed a cabinet. All the parties pledged themselves to support 
Sikorski’s cabinet, and this pledge — ^upheld by the underground or- 
ganizations of these parties within Poland and defined in a joint state- 
ment of democratic principles — ^became the basis of the Polish govern- 
ment-in-exile. However, General Sikorski’s cabinet contained not only 
representatives of the four former opposition parties, but also non-party 
men, as well as some former Pilsudski followers. 

Sikorski’s cabinet assigned itself the task of rebuilding and reor- 
ganizing the Polish Army. Thousands of Poles enlisted, arriving from 
Poland, from internment camps all over Europe, and from the Polish 
colony in France. Polish troops participated in both the Norwegian 
and French campaigns of 1940. But the defeat of the French armies 
caused heavy casualties and many of the Polish soldiers were either 
taken prisoner or interned in Switzerland. 

The capitulation of France forced the Polish Government to move to 
Great Britain. Its main task was again to rebuild the Polish armed 
forces, starting with the remnants that were evacuated from France to 
England. They were reinforced by new recruits, trickling in from 
Poland through a modern version of an “underground railway,” by- 
volunteers from Polish communities all over the world, and, above all, 
by Polish prisoners of war and deportees returned by Russia after the 
re-establishment of diplomatic relations between Poland and the Soviet 
Union in 1941. Some units fought in the Libyan campaign and the 
Polish Air Force played an honorable part in the Battle of Britain in 
1940. The Polish Navy and merchant marine also rendered important 
services to the Allies. 
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When Hitler attacked Russia in 1941, General Sikorski immediately 
proposed the restoration of diplomatic relations with Moscow. The 
resulting treaty cancelled the Soviet-German non-aggression pact and 
all other agreements between Germany and Russia, including the one 
that partitioned Poland and established the Ribbentrop-Molotov line. 
Russia also promised to release Polish prisoners of war and deportees 
and to permit the organization of Polish military units in Russia. But 
despite the additional diplomatic instruments concluded between the 
two countries, relations failed to develop satisfactorily. Russia still 
regarded eastern Poland as part of the Ukrainian and White Russian 
Soviet Republics, although she made it plain that she considered the 
so-called Curzon line, rather than the Ribbentrop-Molotov line, as the 
Soviet-Polish border.^^ Poland’s government insisted on the frontier 
established by the Treaty of Riga, but preferred to postpone discussion 
of territorial issues until after the war. Russian diplomacy demanded 
immediate acceptance of the Curzon line. 

The territorial question was not the only dispute between Poland and 
Russia. The Russian pledge to release Polish prisoners, deportees, and 
internees was not completely fulfilled. Furthermore, while Russia had 
agreed to the establishment of a Polish welfare organization on its terri- 
tory to take care of the liberated Poles, Soviet authorities repeatedly 
interfered with Polish welfare activities and eventually greatly limited 
their scope. Finally, by unilateral declaration, the remaining Polish 
refugees and deportees were deprived of their Polish citizenship by the 
Soviet Government. Friction also arose in connection with the organi- 
zation of Polish military units in Russia. The Polish Command, hav- 
ing charged that the Russians had supplied these units with inadequate 
materiel and rations, decided to evacuate them to Iran. The Rus- 
sians, on the other hand, objected to the fact that the Polish units al- 
ready organized were not sent into battle. 

The major reason for Russia’s diplomatic break with Poland was the 
so-called Katyn affair. At Katyn, a Russian village under German oc- 
cupation, Nazi authorities reported the discovery, m 1943, of the 
corpses of about 10,000 Polish officers, who had been taken prisoner by 
the Russians in 1939. Despite repeated inquiries, these officers had not 
been accounted for when Polish prisoners of war were liberated by 
Russia in 1941- The Germans alleged that the officers had been mas- 
sacred by the Russians in 1940, the year in which the relatives of the of- 
ficers lost contact with them, and in which letters sent to them began to 

“The Curzon line, in some sectors, is slightly to the east of the Molotov-Ribbeutrop line. 
In the version projwsed by the Soviet Government, the Curzon line is extended into Galiaa, the 
vcastern part of wJbdch is also claimed by the U.S.SJR^ 
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be returned. The Polish Government, anxious to learn the truth, ap- 
pealed to the International Red Cross for an inquiry. The Soviet Gov- 
ernment, offended by this act, immediately severed diplomatic rela- 
tions with Poland, accusing it of furthering Nazi propaganda. The 
Soviet authorities stated that the officers had been left behind at the 
time of the Soviet retreat before the Great German offensive of 1941, 
and that they had subsequently been murdered by the Germans. 

The rupture in Polish-Russian relations was regarded as a major rift 
among the United Nations, especially after the emergence of the Soviet- 
sponsored Union of Polish Patriots in Moscow, obviously groomed by 
the Soviet Government for use, at the proper moment, as a substitute 
for the Polish Government. General Sikorski actively endeavored to 
heal the breach, but died in the midst of his efforts in an airplane crash 
over Gibraltar on July 4, 1943. After a short cabinet crisis, Mr. Stan- 
islaw Mikolajczyk, hitherto Deputy Prime Minister, was appointed to 
succeed General Sikorski as Prime Minister, and General Sosnkowski 
was appointed Commander-in-Chief of the Polish Armed Forces. 

Mikolajczyk, in turn, was plagued by the same problem. He visited 
Stalin, but in spite of the efforts of Prime Minister Churchill and For- 
eign Secretary Anthony Eden to work out a solution, he refused to sign 
an agreement fixing Poland’s future frontier along the so-called Curzon 
line, west of Vilna and Lwow. On November 25, 1944, he proposed 
to negotiate further with the Soviet Union, but his colleagues 
advocated a policy of waiting. Weary of the endless trials of 
his office, Mikolajczyk resigned, although he was “probably the 
only man in the London Polish colony who would be acceptable to 
Moscow as head of a government combining the government-in-exile 
and the provisional government functioning inside the country with 
headquarters in Lublin.” 

When the Underground Governed Poland 

The German-occupied part of Poland was divided into two areas. 
One of these was incorporated direcdy into the German Reich; the 
other was named the “Government General” and placed under an 
administration of a quasi-colonial type. Subsequently this area was 
also proclaimed to be a part of the “Greater” German Reich. 

The incorporated area (western Poland) was regarded by the Nazis 
as a purely German region, from which all Poles must be expelled. 
Several weeks after the annexation, in the winter of 1939-1940, mas-; 
deportations of Poles began. Nearly 9,000,000 of the approximately 

Daniel, Clifton, “Polish Premier Quits as Cabinet Refuses to Yield on Soviet Border,” The 
New York Times^ November 24, IQ44. 
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10,000,000 inhabitants of the area were Poles. About 20 per cent of 
these were gradually deported to the Government General. Many 
were also taken to Germany for forced labor The Jews were either 
driven out of the area or confined to ghettoes. The Germans — both 
those recently arrived from the Reich and local inhabitants— were 
given a preferred status over the rest of the population. The exter- 
mination policy against the Poles included expropriation of Polish- 
owned real estate and industrial establishments. Most of the con- 
fiscated property was distributed among German settlers— including 
some who had been evacuated from the Baltic countries. All forms of 
Polish cultural and social activity were suppressed; the schools were 
Germanized; all Polish books were confiscated from public and private 
libraries and most of them were destroyed. A similar policy was de- 
veloped in the Government General (central and soutliern Poland). 
In both sections, police terror reigned supreme. The many concentra- 
tion camps throughout the country were always filled to capacity, both 
with people arrested on specific charges, and those rounded up without 
reason or explanation.^^ 

The harshness of the Nazi treatment confirmed the theory that the 
Germans were trying to reduce the defeated nations numerically in 
order to secure a biological advantage over them regardless of the out- 
come of the war. The treatment of the Jews was particularly cruel; in 
1942, the Germans decided to exterminate the Polish Jews completely 
and to turn Poland into a vast execution place for Jews from all Euro- 
pean countries.^^ 

After Soviet-occupied eastern Poland was annexed to Russia, Soviet 
legislation was gradually introduced there, bringing about radical polit- 
ical and social changes. Because the land and factory owning elements 
in eastern Poland were mainly Polish, the harsh consequences of the 
changes in social structure were principally felt by the Poles. Polish 
cultural activity as such was not directly suppressed under Soviet rule, 
but it was placed under strict control. Polish schools were permitted to 
continue, but preferential encouragement was given to the Ukrainian 
and White Russian educational systems, which took over a considerable 
part of the Polish educational facilities. For instance, the Ukrainian 
language was established as the medium of instruction in most depart- 
ments of Lwow University. 


^ Wachenheim, Hedwig, “Transfer of Populations in Eastern Europe,” Foreign Affairs, XX 
(1942), pp. 705-718. 

Oswiecim, Camp of Death (New York: Polish Labor Group, 1944). For additional in- 
formation on German rule in Poland, see Chapter XXVIII of this book. 

^The Mass Extermination of Jews in Gei man-Occupied Poland (published for the Polish 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs by Roy Publishers, New York, 1943 )* 
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Mass deportations were the harshest factor of Soviet rule in eastern 
Poland. At first, they mainly affected members of the educated classes 
and persons who had been active in political life. Most of the former 
administrative personnel was jailed. Later the deportations spread to 
persons of no especial prominence, who were included without any 
stated or apparent reason. When the deportations assumed propor- 
tions too great to be continued in silence, the Soviet press officially ex- 
plained that recent social changes in the Soviet-occupied areas had 
rendered a large part of their population non-essential. 

The number of deportees is variously estimated at between one and 
two million. Most of them were taken to northern Russia, Siberia, or 
Central Asia, and put to work at lumbering or farmiag in these distant 
regions. A large proportion of the deportees was sent to compulsory 
labor camps. The methods of the Soviet authorities, who rounded up 
thousands of people without warning and separated families, caused 
much additional bitterness. Although Ukrainians were also numerous 
among the deportees, it is obvious that the principal aim of the deporta- 
tions was to weaken the Polish population. The great majority of 
those deported were Poles, both Gentile and Jewish. Moreover, the 
high percentage of professionals, white collar workers, and refugees 
from German-occupied areas among the deportees also confirms the 
political character of the action. Many of the deportees were unable to 
survive the journey, which sometimes lasted for weeks, or to adjust 
themselves to the unaccustomed conditions into which they had been 
forced. We have already seen what became of the survivors after the 
re-establishment of Polish-Russian relations. 

A tiny part of Soviet-occupied Polish territory, including the city of 
Vilna, was ceded to Lithuania by the Soviet Government. The Lithu- 
anians immediately began to “Lithuanize” this area, but had not pro- 
ceeded far before all of Lithuania, including Vilna, came under Soviet 
rule in 1940. 

The first Polish underground cells were formed almost before the 
cessation of organized resistance in 1939. Their original purpose was 
to spread information received from abroad over secret radio sets, but 
their functions were soon expanded. Within a short time, the cells 
were consolidated into larger organizations, most of which were politi- 
cal and military in character. The underground political organiza- 
tions were continuations of pre-war political parties and groups, al- 
though, for reasons of safety, some of them used other names. Dele- 
gates of the underground organizations of the four major Polish politi- 
cal parties represented in the Polish Government worked together as an 
advisory political body, which maintained regular contact with the 
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government through its delegate to the home front. This delegate 
resided in Poland and had the rank of Deputy Prime Minister. . He 
also headed the underground administrative apparatus which carried 
out the government’s orders in Poland. However^ after 1943, impor- 
tant Left-wing underground groups went into opposition and became 
independent from the official underground administrative apparatus. 
These organizations later became the nucleus of the Lublin provisional 
government. 

The Poles from the beginning adopted an uncompromising attitude 
toward the occupying power. In no sphere of political life was there 
any collaboration with the Germans. Numerous attempts by German 
officials to stabilize relations with the Poles^ to achieve some measure of 
political collaboration between the Polish nation and the occupation 
authorities, or to develop some form of Polish political administration 
which would cooperate with the Germans, were consistently and reso- 
lutely rejected. There was not one Pole in the administration of the 
general government; not one Pole agreed to serve as a provincial gov- 
ernor, or head of a county administration, or even to accept an appoint- 
ment as a town mayor. In no sector of political life did the Poles sub- 
mit to the invaders. 

On the other hand, the organization of the Polish underground ad- 
ministration was remarkably thorough. Its basic principle was non- 
recognition of the German occupation and the continuity of the legal 
existence of the Polish state. Accordingly, all the essential authorities, 
departments, and institutions of a modern democratic state were pre- 
served in Poland, although they had to function underground. The 
foreign occupation also made it necessary for the legal government of 
Poland to maintain its headquarters abroad, for effective protection of 
Polish interests could be achieved only under conditions of security 
which made daily collaboration with the other United Nations possible. 
The Polish Government therefore represented not only the Polish 
refugees, but the entire Polish nation. Strict adherence to this principle 
made the Polish underground movement probably the strongest of its 
kind in occupied Europe. 

While the underground political parties continued their ideological 
activities,^^ developing new platforms^^ and publishing clandestine peri- 
odicals, the underground administration had certain definite tasks to 

^ While all old parties were represented in the underground, considerable changes took place 
in their relative strength. A pronounced shift to the democratic Left was evident by 1942, 
thanks to the additional support of elements which had been indifferent politically before the 
war, as well as some former Pilsudski backers. The Underground Labor Movement was by 
far the strongest of all the underground political parties in Poland. 

^Program for People's Poland (New York: Polish Labor Group, 1943); Winifred N. Hadsel, 
“Post-War Program of Europe’s Underground,” Foreign Policy Reports, Nov. 15, i9‘43- 
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carry out in the field of disseminating information, directing sabotage 
activities, and conducting guerrilla and psychological warfare. It per- 
formed these tasks with the assistance of special cells of the under- 
ground political movements and a regular underground army, which 
was steadily growing in strength, preparing for the uprising against the 
Germans and for its part in the fight waged on Polish soil by the Ger- 
man and Soviet armies. Special underground courts of law were also 
established to try the few Poles who cooperated with the Germans; as 
well as Germans guilty of especial cruelty or dishonesty. The sen- 
tences of the underground courts were faithfully carried out and re- 
spected by all Poles.®’' The Warsaw uprising in August, 1944, consti- 
tutes the culminating point of the underground struggle. Besieged 
Warsaw fell again, after a German counter-offensive had prevented 
Soviet aid from reaching the city. 

Yalta and Its Sequel 

In November, 1944, as noted previously. Prime Minister Miko- 
lajczyk had to resign because of wide differences of opinion within his 
Cabinet about the solution of the Polish-Soviet rift. President Racz- 
kiewicz appointed a new Cabinet, headed by Tomasz Arciszewski, a 
former Socialist leader, who had recently arrived in London after serv- 
ing in one of the most important posts in the Polish underground move- 
ment. The Peasant Party, of which Mikolajczyk was Chairman, re- 
fused to participate in Prime Minister Arciszewski’s Coalition Cabinet 
(composed of representatives of the National Party and the Christian- 
Democratic Labor Party, and of three Socialists), which continued, 
technically, to be recognized by almost all foreign governments that 
recognized its predecessor. The new Cabinet’s intransigeant attitude 
toward the Soviet Union, however, estranged much of the sympathy 
formerly given to the governments of General Sikorski and Prime Min- 
ister Mikolajczyk. The Soviet Government reacted by authorizing the 
Polish Committee of National Liberation (first at Lublin and later at 
Warsaw) to become the Polish provisional government. It assumed 
authority in the areas liberated during the Soviet winter offensive of 
1945. 

An acute awareness of the threat to United Nations’ cooperation re- 
sulting from Poland’s two governments — the exile government in 
London, recognized by Great Britain, the United States and almost all 

Malinowski, Wladyslaw R., “The Pattern of Underground Resistance,” The Annals of the 
American Academy of Political and Social Science, CCXXXII (March, 1944), pp. 126-134; 
Malinowski, “Underground Resistance in Poland,” International Post-War Problems, I (March, 
1944), pp. 263-276; Malinowski, “The Polish Underground Labor Movement,” Ibid., I (June, 
1944)1 PP- 427-438; Jan Karski, Story of a Secret State (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1944). 
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otJier nations;, and the provisional government administering liberated 
Poland and recognized by the Soviet Union — ^led to a discussion of the 
Polish problem by President Roosevelt, Prime Minister Churchill, and 
Marshal Stalin at the Yalta Conference in February, 1945. Without 
consulting the London government, the '‘Big Three” decided to recog- 
nize the Curzon line (with minor corrections in Poland’s favor) 
as the Polish-Soviet border. Poland was to be granted territorial com- 
pensation at Germany’s expense. 

As to the Polish government, the Yalta Conference decided that: 
“The provisional government ... in Poland should be reorganized 
on a broader democratic basis with the inclusion of democratic leaders 
from Poland itself and from abroad. This new government should 
then be called the Polish provisional government of national unity.” 
A commission consisting of Soviet, British, and American representa- 
tives was “authorized ... to consult . . . with members of the present 
provisional government and with other members from Poland and 
from abroad with a view to the reorganization of the present govern- 
ment along the above lines. The Polish provisional government of 
national unity shall be pledged to the holding of free and unfettered 
elections as soon as possible on the basis of universal suffrage and secret 
ballot. In these elections all democratic and anti-Nazi parties shall 
have the right to take part and to put forward candidates.” 

The Soviet interpretation of this formula differed from the under- 
standing of the American and British Governments. As a result, the 
Molotov-Harriman-Clark Kerr Commission made no progress. The 
Soviet delegation at the United Nations Conference at San Francisco 
(April-June, 1945) urged admission to the conference of representatives 
of the Warsaw regime. The United States and Britain refused. The 
situation was further complicated by the casual Russian announcement 
of the arrest of 16 Poles, reported to be leaders of the underground 
movement, on charges of diversionary activity. 

To ease the growing tension. President Truman dispatched Harry 
Hopkins to Moscow to confer with Marshal Stalin and his colleagues 
on Polish and other problems. One of the fruits of the Hopkins mis- 
sion was the resumption of negotiations for the reorganization of the 
Polish provisional government in accordance with the Yalta Agreement. 
Eight Poles who were not members of the Warsaw government were 
invited, including Mikolajczyk and Wincenty Witos (who had been 
Prime Minister of Poland before the Pilsudski coup). The Peasant 
and Socialist parties were represented, but members of the Arciszewski 
cabinet in London were pointedly ignored. 

The negotiations resulted in the formation of a new provisional 
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Polish government, announced on June 22, 1945, a few days after 12 of 
the arrested Poles had been convicted and given relatively light prison 
sentences and 3 had been acquitted. The new cabinet included 
Mikolajczyk as Deputy Premier. This was the first real indication that 
a workable solution to the problem of Polish-Russian relations might 
be found. Other indications followed soon after. On August 17, 
1945, the Soviet Union and the new Polish Government signed a fron- 
tier treaty which outlined the final shape of the Polish-Soviet border. 
Another treaty was concluded which provided for the restoration of 
Polish nationality to Polish refugees and deportees in Russia, and for 
their repatriation. Even before this, acting on the initiative supplied 
by the Soviet Union, the Potsdam Conference of the “Big Three” had 
given Poland considerable territory in Eastern Germany, up to the Oder 
and Neisse Rivers, and had thus re-established Polish rule in old Slav 
lands. 
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Chapter XIX 


SOVIET RUSSIA (1918-1945) 

A Nation with a Great Future 

Soviet Russia possesses all the requisites for development into 
one of the greatest powers in world history. With a population now 
estimated at close to 200 millions/ a huge and growing system of in- 
dustrial production, vast acreage devoted to agriculture, and enormous 
deposits of minerals and petroleum (still largely undeveloped), the 
U.S.S.R. is already overcoming the devastation caused by the war and 
is well on the way to becoming one of the strongest and most cultured 
nations on earth. The elimination of Germany and Japan as threats 
to her national security will facilitate her internal development in the 
arts of peace and permit her a much freer hand in external affairs. 

The Soviet Union’s territory comprises one-sixdi of the land area of 
the globe and lies in a favorable geocentric position dominating the 
world’s largest contiguous land mass. Comparatively free from at- 
tack from north and south, yet able to move unimpeded to the outer 
limits of her European-Asiatic base, the U.S.S.R. will have attained, as 
a result of the war and her fortunate geographical position, the utmost 
political and economic security of which a modern national state is 
capable. The tolerant policy of the Kremlin toward Russia’s scores of 
nationalities has apparently removed the problem of racial conflict 
from the arena of Soviet politics.^ As one of the leading members of 
the United Nations, whose sacrifices for victory were far greater than 
tliose o£ any other nation, the U.S.S.R. will exercise great influence on 
the peace settlements and on the nature and functioning of the post-war 
organization to preserve the peace. 

In 1944, the U.S.S.R. ranked among the top three or four nations in 
industrial capacity. Russia h-as improved her people’s health, built 
. *' . ■ 

^ Including territorial acquisitions resulting from the war. See A. Grajdanzev, “Labor in the 
Post-War Reconstruction of the Soviet Union/* The U, S. S, R, in Reconstruction (New York: 
American-Russian Institute, 1944), pp. 126-127. 

®Kohn, Hans, Nationalism in the Soviet Union (New York: Columbia University Press, 1933). 
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libraries, raised her literacy to about 80 per cent — and trained a huge 
and most formidable army. No nation in history has ever done so 
much so fast. 

Like the United States, the U.S.S.R. is a vast melting pot — ^but in a 
different way. The 16 Soviet Republics of the Union of Soviet Social- 
ist Republics are just the beginning. There are 189 races and peoples 
in the Soviet Union. They speak 150 languages, practice 40 religions, 
inhabit 74 assorted regions, territories, autonomous republics, and 
Soviet Republics. Depending on their location, they wear reindeer 
fur, Moslem veils, ordinary coats and trousers. 

Roughly three-quarters of them are Slavs : Great Russians, Ukrainians 
(or Little Russians), White Russians. These peoples constituted three 
of the original four republics which joined to form the Soviet Union in 
1922. The fourth was the Transcaucasian Republic, which later split 
into the Georgian, Armenian, and Azerbaijan republics. From the 
lofty, windy plateau of Central Asia, in the shadow of the high Pamirs, 
came Turkmen, Tajiks, and Uzbeks to establish three more border re- 
publics in 1925. Slope-eyed Kazakhs and Kirghiz were found ready to 
form Soviet Republics in 193d. The five youngest republics grew out 
of the war. When Hitler attacked Poland, the Red Army moved west- 
ward, converting the three independent Baltic countries of Estonia, 
Latvia, and Lithuania into Soviet states. There was a solemn plebi- 
scite. Next, Russia took Bessarabia back from Romania (she had lost 
it in World War I) and renamed it the Moldavian Republic. Finally 
the Russian part of the Karelian Isthmus, plus a slice of Finland con- 
quered in 1940, was set up as the Karelo-Finnish Republic, and the pat- 
tern of border buffer republics was complete. (Between Russia proper 
and China lies the Mongolian People’s Republic, neither completely in 
nor quite out of the Soviet Union, but a buffer state just the same). 

Looking at a map of the Eastern Hemisphere, we see the U.S.S.R.’s 
expanse of land stretching from mid-Europe to the Pacific. The 
largest republic of the Union is the gigantic Russian Soviet Federated 
Socialist Republic, with well over 6,000,000 square miles. The 
R.S.F.S.R. (or Russia proper, as the big unit is popularly known) oc- 
cupies nearly four-fifths of the Soviet Union’s entire area. It includes 
Moscow, Leningrad, Stalingrad, and other key Russian cities. 

One outstanding fact about Russia is its modernity. For instance, 
the Russians are great aviators. Russian electric plants are among the 
most up-to-date in the world, and Soviet architecture is very advanced. 

This love of modernity is especially important when we think of the 
tremendous resources of Russia. Known Soviet coal reserves reach the 
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astronomical figure of 1,650,000,000,000 tons (21 per cent of the world’s 
supply). Prospected oil fields total 61,000,000,000 barrels (55 per cent 
of the world’s supply) ; iron ore beds amount to 10,600,000,000 tons (20 
per cent of the world’s supply) ; forest reserves total 2,500,000,000 acres 
(33 world’s supply). Russia has the largest black-soil 

area in the world — ^247,000,000 acres. These facts have been established 
only within the past 20 years, and the land is not yet completely sur- 
veyed. 

Within 20 years, mostly within the space of two Five Year Plans, the 
Soviet regime quadrupled the industrial capacity of the nation. But 
the story of these accomplishments is also a story of bloody political 
upheavals. 

World War I and the Russian Revolution 

The outbreak of World War I soon revealed Russia’s unreadiness to 
meet the situation, both as to military preparedness and national 
morale. The test of battle exposed to the public gaze the pitiful inade- 
quacy of governmental arrangements to provide transportation, sup- 
plies, and weapons to the armies in the field. Quarrels between the 
bureaucracy and the army increased the confusion which the weak 
Tsar Nicolai and his scheming consort proved totally unable to handle. 
Disastrous defeats of Russian armies by the Germans coupled with 
startling public revelations of the control exercised over the royal fam- 
ily by the crafty Rasputin brought widespread forces of discontent to 
a head. The disintegrating movement was spurred by professional 
revolutionaries of leftist parties, both at home and in exile. 

In the crisis, the Duma displayed unexpected initiative. A Progres- 
sive Bloc was organized, consisting of middle groups in the Chamber, 
which vigorously criticized the inefficient conduct of the war. This in 
turn caused still further popular disaffection, especially among the mid- 
dle classes. Outbreaks of strikes and food riots in Petrograd and other 
cities in February, 1917, demonstrated the complete helplessness of the 
government. Liberal parties in the Duma set up a Provisional Gov- 
ernment under Prince Lvov and forced the Tsar to abdicate. 'The 
parties which supported the Provisional Government aimed at con- 
tinuation of the war and establishment of a liberal democracy. 

Meanwhile, radicals of the Social Democratic and Peasant parties 
created councils of soldiers, sailors, and workers. These groups, with 
plans based on experience in the abortive revolution of 1905, took ad- 
vantage of the rights of free speech and free press (established since 
February) to agitate for a Communist revolution. Under the leader- 
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ship of Lenin and Trotsky, the revolutionists promised an immediate 
end to the tvar, division of the land among the peasantry, and bread.^ 

Shifts to the Left by the Provisional Government brought Kerensky 
into power and additional Socialist representation in the cabinet, but 
these changes could not stem the rising tide of revolution. Bolshevik 
leaders, delayed in their plans for calling a constituent assembly, staged 
huge demonstrations and propagandized the army and the navy. De- 
feated in the coup of July i, 1917, the Soviets profited by growing eco- 
nomic and military disorganization, the Kornilov rebellion, and the 
gradual shift of peasant and labor support to the Socialist cause. By 
October, disaffection in the military forces had reached a point where 
the Bolsheviks could take over the government with hardly a struggle. 

Communist Ideology 

Russian Communist doctrine is based upon the “scientific” socialism 
of Karl Marx, modified somewhat by the rulers of the Soviet State, 
Lenin and Stalin. Marxian ideology is founded upon a subversion of 
Hegelian dialectic and, for purposes of elementary study, may be con- 
sidered under the heads of (i) dialectical materialism; (2) economic 
interpretation of history; (3) war of the classes; (4) concentration of 
wealth; (5) dictatorship of the proletariat; and (6) the withering away 
of the state. These doctrines may be summarized as follows: 

1. Dialectical materialism. Influenced by Hegel’s theory of the con- 
flict of opposites in ideas and Darwin’s doctrine of survival of the fittest, 
Marx posited a material world where goods are scarce and life is a 
struggle for power to acquire and control life’s necessities and luxuries. 

2. Economic interpretation of history. In contravention of demo- 
cratic doctrine. Communists place principal emphasis upon material 
things. Human beings, they contend, value economic goods first and 
moral and spiritual things second. They insist that the fundamental 
human relationship is one of economic determinism, in which the 
struggle for economic goods gives rise to moral and spiritual institu- 
tions and values which are created and maintained by ruling classes in 
order to rationalize, justify, or defend their control over the economic 
system of a given community. On this premise, all historical institu- 
tions -and developments can be explained in terms of the struggle of 
human individuals, groups, and classes for the lion’s share of available 
economic goods. 

3. Conflict of classes. As society progresses to higher cultural levels, 

“Harper, S. N., The Government of the Soviet Union (New York: Van Nostrand, 1937), 
pp. 28-29; and G. Vernadsky, The Russian Revolution (New York: Holt, 1932), p. 63. 
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human groups are merged into comparatively fixed classes with at least 
a modicum of common interests. These interests involve a struggle, 
usually between haves and have-nots, for control of the State and the 
economic goods at its disposal. Thus, at any given time, the State is 
merely the political organ of a given national community controlled 
by and representing the interests of the classes then dominant in the 
community.^ 

Generally speaking, society progresses from a stage of control by the 
few to the stage of control by die many. The economic system which 
prevails reflects the methods employed by the ruling class to exploit the 
masses for their benefit. Capitalism and liberal democracy represent 
the stage of control by the middle classes (bourgeoisie). Behind the 
facade of democratic liberties, according to Marxians, the employing 
class exercises basic control over the economic system which constitutes 
the means by which essential economic values are created. Through 
their control of the economic system, capitalists are able to exploit the 
working classes by paying them less for their labor than the values it 
creates (surplus value theory) ; and to dominate the government, thus 
permitting enactment and enforcement of legislation which protects 
the property values and wealth-creating machinery under their 
control.® 

4. Concentration of wealth. Capitalism, however, sows the seeds of 
its own destruction. Exploitation of the workers results in the concen- 
tration of wealth in the hands of the few. This in turn leads to over- 
production and underconsumption of goods, resulting in periodic 
crises or depressions which tend to grow more and more serious as 
capitalism reaches the stage of maturity. Attempts by employers of a 
given nation to find markets abroad for their surplus capital and con- 
sumption goods lead to imperialism and war with other nations. The 
resulting conflagration paves the way for the disintegration of the capi- 
talist system and consequent revolution.® 

5. T he dictatorship df the proletariat. This tendency is enhanced by 
the intetisified struggle of tlie propertied few, intent upon holding their 
gains, with the increasing numbers of dispossessed workers who, as the 
Communist Manifesto puts it, “have nothing to lose but their chains.” 
The movement proceeds until the proletarian masses rise up against 
their oppressors, seize control of the government and the economic sys- 

* Lenin, V. I., State and Revolution (New York: International Publishers, 1932), Ch. I; and 
J. Stalin, Marxism and the National Question (New York: International Publishers, 1932), pp. 
17-20. 

® Lenin, op. cit., pp. i2 if. 

“Stalin, op. cit., p. 137 if. 
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tem, and establish a dictatorship of the proletarian workers. The pro- 
letarian dictatorship is posited as a stage of tutelage which continues 
until all traces of capitalistic ideology have disappeared; the bases of 
class conflicts have been eliminated through “liquidation” of all classes 
except the one great class of workers; and the masses have learned to 
practice the Communist golden rule: “From each according to his abil- 
ity; to each according to his needs.” 

6 . The withering away of the State. When this ideal stage shall 
have been reached, the State, in the sense of an agency of force to coerce 
the masses on behalf of a ruling class, will wither away — ^because it will 
no longer be necessary. According to present views, the U.S.S.R. is 
sail in the preparatory phase — ^not only because Russia has not yet 
reached a sufficiently advanced stage of internal development to allow 
relaxation of Socialist discipline, but also because dangers from abroad 
have not so far permitted the Soviets the security necessary to achieve 
the goal of Communism. In reality, the trend has been reactionary, 
toward a strong national state exercising close control and strict dis- 
cipline over the economic and social system. 

Revolutionary Communism and Lenin 

The saint of Russia’s Communism is Vladimir Ilyitch Lenin, leader 
of the Russian Revolution. Born on April 22, 1870, the son of a college 
teacher, he became a lawyer and joined the Labor movement. He 
adopted the alias of Lenin (his real name was Ulyanoff). As a strict 
Marxist he led the radical, uncompromising (Bolshevik) wing, of the 
Russian Socialist Party which broke away from the moderate faction 
in 1903. Living in exile at Paris, Vienna, and Zurich from 1907 to 
1917, he advocated a revolutionary course at Socialist congresses. 

After the Russian Revolution in March, 1917, the German General 
Staff saw its chance to get rid of the Russian enemy and transported 
Lenin across Germany in a sealed car. Lenin arrived at Petrograd in 
April, 1917, and took command of the Bolshevik Party. Together 
with Trotsky, he organized a first uprising in July, which proved 
abortive, and a second on November 7, 1917, which overthrew the mod- 
erate Kerensky Government. Lenin became President of the Council 
of the People’s Commissars, as the Government was now called, and 
proletarian dictatorship was henceforth exercised by the Workers’ and 
Soldiers’ Soviets (Councils), although there were only 1,400,000 indus- 
trial workers irrRussia at that time — about 1.2% of the population. 

Civil war followed and Lenin hastened to conclude peace at all costs 
with Germany and Austria (the so-called Brest-Litovsk Treaty) so as 



SOVIET RUSSIA 


424 

to have a free hand in the struggle/ The civil war lasted till 1921 and 
ended with the victory of the Bolsheviks, who had meanwhile adopted 
the name of Communists. All privately owned land was confiscated 
and redistributed among the peasants. In 1922, Lenin was shot at by a 
woman member of the Anti-Bolshevik Social-Revolutionary Party and 
wounded. The wound was not fatal, but his health was poor there- 
after. Lenin fell ill from overwork in 1923 and died on January 21, 
1924. His body was embalmed and has been permanently exhibited 
in the Lenin mausoleum in Moscow. Petrograd was renamed Lenin- 
grad in his honor. 

The Soviet Government had to modify its radical policies even before 
Lenin’s death. Disorganization and falling oS of production in the 
factories and the reluctance of the peasants to turn over their products 
without payment produced an economic collapse. This crisis, coupled 
with intervention by the Allies in Siberia and on the Murmansk coast, 
the war with Poland, and the civil war against Admiral Kolchak, 
Wr angel, and Denikin, compelled the new regime to shift its position. 

Period of the NEP 

Lenin announced that a temporary retreat to capitalistic practices was 
necessary and proclaimed a New Economic Policy (NEP). In March, 
1921, the grain levy was replaced by a tax on grain which made it pos- 
sible for the farmers to sell their surplus grain in free markets. In 
order to facilitate such sales, the price system was restored and stabi- 
lized on the basis of a new monetary unit called the “chervonets” (equal 
to 10 rubles). Private traders were allowed to operate in the markets, 
but the Government continued to expand its control over large-scale 
industry. 

As a result of this policy, production and trade began to expand and 
prices to drop. By 1927, production had reached its pre-war volume, 
but the old machinery was beginning to wear out. It had become evi- 
dent to Bolshevist leaders that the new regime, if it was to survive, must 
have the economic strength to provide for the welfare of the people 
and the military power to hold off its enemies. 

Concentration upon “socialism in one country” was expedited by the 
death of Lenin and the ensuing victory of Stalin over Trotsky. Op- 
timistic beliefs of Communist leaders that they could engineer a world 
revolution were shown to be fallacious by the course of events. Stalin’s 


'^Dennis, A. L. P., T%e Foreign Policies of Soviet Russia (New York: Dutton, 1924), Ch. 11 . 
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policy of concentrating on socialism within the U.S.S.R. constituted 
another momentous shift of direction for the Soviet regime.® 

It had become obvious, however, that the mere seizing of power by 
the Communists and the taking over of the factories could not of itself 
install the Socialist system. The people, clearly, were not yet mentally 
ready for it. They must be trained in Socialist ideology, as well as in 
cooperative productive endeavor. The readiness of the merchants and 
upper-class peasants to enrich themselves under the NEP indicated the 
tremendous task before the Communists. Particularly irritating to 
them was the problem of individual ownership of agriculture, which 
was still the predominant feature of the productive system that blocked 
the way toward socialism.® 

The Five Year Plans 

Soviet leaders therefore decided upon a policy of complete socializa- 
tion: ideological, industrial, agricultural, and social. In general, their 
plan involved: (i) complete socialization of industry and agriculture 
through elimination of private ownership of factories and land; (2) 
“liquidation” of class enemies by means of imprisonment, exile, or 
death; (3) elimination of all capitalist ideology by monopolistic State 
control over the press, the schools, and other modes of expression, and 
by the overthrow of established religion; and (4) use of all channels of 
communication to inculcate Marxian ideology. 

All of these steps were taken more or less simultaneously, but princi- 
pal'emphasis was placed upon the Five Year Plans for industrial recon- 
struction. The first Five Year Plan was started in 1928. It established 
advanced goals for rapid industrialization of the country under a mas- 
ter plan worked out by the Bolshevists. Foreign engineering experts 
were employed, but all capital equipment had to be provided by in- 
creased production and rigid control over the consumption of goods. 
Particular emphasis was placed upon heavy industry. 

The socialization of industry was accomplished without great diffi- 
culty, but the program for the socialization of agriculture assumed 
monumental proportions. Rich peasants were exiled to Siberia and 
their lands expropriated. Poorer peasants were dragooned into giving 
up their private holdings and combining in “collectives” which were 

■“Flonnsky, M. T., World Revolution and the U. S. S. R. (New York: Macmillan, 1933), 
pp. 1-28, 100, IIO-III. 

® Lawton, L., An 'Economic History of Soviet Russia, Vol. II (London: Macmillan, 1933), PP- 
310-311, 401-404. 
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worked as cooperative enterprises with mechanized implements. Peas- 

ant resistance to the dictatorial tactics of Bolshevik representatives led 
to the slaughter of herds, reduction of crops, and rebellion in some of 
the villages. By 1932, more than -60 per cent of all peasant holdings 
were collectivized. 

In the field of industry, new factories, power plants, and natural re- 
sources were developed at a rapid rate. The hostility of her neighbors 
and fear of war impelled Soviet leaders to drive ahead at a feverish 
pace. The second Five Year Plan continued the expansion of heavy 
industry, but an effort was also made to devote more time and money 
to cultural, welfare, and educational activities. By 1937, it was esti- 
mated that over 80 per cent of the total production of Russian industry 
was turned out by newly created plants. Expenditures for social wel- 
fare, education, housing, and social security increased enormously. 
The wages of workers and incomes of farmers also rose substantially. 

Though the gains were truly remarkable. Red leaders recognized 
that the per capita output of the Soviet Union was still far behind that 
of the principal Western nations. Therefore the goal of the third Five 
Year Plan was to equal if not to surpass production in those countries. 
Emphasis was placed on machine-building — especially in the armament 
field — and on output of iron and steel. The latest scientific and tech- 
nical discoveries and methods of industrial organization were used. 
Efforts were made to develop higher skills among the workers and to 
secure greater labor productivity. 

By 1940, agriculture had been completely collectivized. New land 
was opened up for cultivation in central Siberia and the food supply 
was substantially increased. New steel and armament plants were es- 
tablished in the Urals, mines were developed, power stations were built 
in regions free from danger of attack. The outbreak of the war did 
not prevent the continuation of new construction. Production did not 
decline even when most able-bodied men were drafted into the armed 
forces. Hours of labor were increased and the seven-day work week 
was restored, but the stimulus of labor discipline to which the govern- 
ment had had to resort before the war was no longer needed when the 
country was invaded. Russia’s ability to provide for the needs of her 
armed forces and civilian population surprised the world.^® 

-^^Mandel, W., “Wartime Changes in Soviet Industry,” The V, S, S, R. in Reconstruction, 
op. cit , pp. Sg-go; Mary Van Kleek, “Planning and Reconstruction,” loc. cit., pp. 36 £E.; and 
J. N. Hazard, “The Impact of War on Soviet Political and Economic Institutions,” in H. Zink 
and T. Cole, Government in Wartime Europe (New York: Reynal and Hitchcock, 1942), pp. 
X32-133- 



SOVIET RUSSIA 


427 


The Communist Party 

The Communist Party of the Soviet Union constitutes an elite organ- 
ization with a severely restricted membership — chosen with particular 
regard for loyalty, discipline, and devotion to duty. The party, as its 
rules frankly state, constitutes the leadership of die proletarian dictator- 
ship in Russia, acting under discipline to effectuate its program through 
all organs of government in the building of a socialist society.^^ 

Membership in the party was so arranged that industrial workers, 
Red Army men, and collective farmers were given first consideration. 
The four categories set up by the party congress of 1934 placed indus- 
trial workers of five years’ working experience in class one; those with 
less than five years’ experience, agricultural workers, Red Army men 
with working experience, and engineers and technicians in class two; 
collective farmers, artisans, and elementary school teachers in class 
three; and all other employees in class four. Persons in class one had 
to be sponsored by three party members of five years’ standing, those 
in the other classes by five members of ten years’ standing. In 1939, 
this rather complicated and overcautious provision was replaced by a 
requirement that all applicants (except former members of other po- 
litical parties) must be recommended by three party members of three 
years’ standing who had known the applicant for at least one year. 
Persons so recommended are accepted by the party cell and approved 
by the party committee of the city or county. 

Party members are duty-bound to obey all rules of the party and 
orders of party superiors, know socialist ideology and work diligently 
to spread it among the masses, and set an example to others both in 
their personal life and at work. Special training for the Communist 
elite is provided in party educational institutions established at all lev- 
els. The 1939 amendment to the rules gives members the right to 
criticize other members at party meetings, to vote and hold office in the 
party, to obtain information, and to defend themselves if accused of 
misconduct. 

Because of the small size of the party, worthy persons have been en- 
couraged to belong to an organization of “Sympathizers” who actively 
cooperate with the party in carrying out its program. Soviet leaders 
have tried to obtain as many new members as possible from the ranks 
of the Comsomol, a youth organization composed of boys and girls 

Rappard, W, E., et al, Source BooJ{ of European Governments (New York: Van Nostrand, 
1937). Pe V, pp. 34-35. 



SOVIET RUSSIA 


428 

from 14 to 23 years of age. This group is heavily indoctrinated in 
Communist ideology and has the duty of leavening the mass of youth 
with it as well as furnishing a nucleus from which party members are 
drawn. 

Comsomols in turn get their members from the Pioneers, composed 
of children from 10 to 16 years of age, over whom they exercise super- 
vision. Below the Pioneers are the Octobrists between the ages of 8 
and 10. The aim is to insure training of the younger generation in the 
tenets of the new regime so that habit, inclination, belief, and zeal will 
combine to inspire the youth of Russia to work for the success of social- 
ism. Soviet progress in this endeavor led fascist dictatorships to copy 
the Communist youth program slavishly. 

Party organization begins with local party cells of three members or 
more in village, factory, or workshop. Members of cells constitute 
Communist shock troops with the special duty of supervising produc- 
tive enterprises and promoting party aims in their localities. Delegates 
from the cells are elected to party bodies on higher regional levels, each 
with its party conference, bureau, and secretary, until the national level 
is reached. The All-Union party Congress, which meets (in theory) 
every three years, tops the party hierarchy. 

Authority over everyday affairs is delegated on paper to a Central 
Committee, which in turn appoints three powerful agencies: (i) the 
Secretariat, headed by Stalin, who has occupied the office of Secretary- 
General since 1922; (2) the Organization Bureau; and (3) the Political 
Bureau. Through these committees, whose members are designated 
by Stalin, the Central Committee exercises general supervision over all 
activities both of the party and of the Government. Under the revised 
party rules of 1939, a Committee of Party Control was created as a sub- 
sidiary of the Central Committee. This agency acts in cooperation 
with the Soviet Control Committee, an arm of the Government, which 
was raised to the status of a full-fledged Commissariat in 1940. 
Through these two committees, party and Government were indissolu- 
bly linked together. 

By means of his position as Secretary-General of the Communist 
Party and his control as party leader over the party members who pre- 
dominate in all government agencies on a national level, and by the 
close integration of the party machinery with that of authoritative gov- 
ernment agencies, Stalin was able to exercise dictatorial authority in the 
U.S.S.R. until 1940, despite the fact that he occupied no official govern- 
mental position. When the war broke out, however, he evidently felt 
that this control was not sufficiently direct, because he took- over the 
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premiership and control of the military forces and retained them 
throughout the course of the war. 

Under party rules, members are sworn to adhere to party policy. 
Discussions and criticism is permitted, if constructive, prior to the adop- 
tion of a policy, but, once decided upon, no deviation from the party 
line is permitted. Suggestions as to detailed methods of the applica- 
tion of policies are encouraged, particularly among workers in the 
fields and factories, but not proposals which obviously would result in 
deflection from the party’s general aims. Adoption of a one-party sys- 
tem did not prevent factional conflicts. These led to frequent purges 
of party membership, starting with expulsion of the Mensheviks, then 
of Trotsky and his followers in 1924, and finally a number of minor 
purges between 1924 and 1933. 


Stalin 

Joseph Vissarionovitch Stalin was born in 1879 in a village near Tiflis, 
in the Caucasus, the son of a Georgian cobbler. He was educated at a 
church college at Tiflis with a view to becoming a priest, but preferred 
to join the socialist revolutionary movement in the Caucasian oilfields. 
A member of the Bolshevist Party from the beginning (1903), he 
adopted the alias of Stalin (“man of steel”), his actual Georgian name 
being Djugashvili, and was repeatedly imprisoned and exiled to Siberia. 
After the Russian Revolution in March, 1917, Stalin went to Petrograd, 
where he became a member of the Political Bureau of the Communist 
Party and Commissar of Nationalities in the Soviet Government. In 
1919 he became General Secretary of the Central Party Committee. 

After Lenin’s death in January, 1924, a struggle for the succession be- 
gan between Stalin and Trotsky. Stalin formed the “Troyka” with 
Zinovieff and Kamenieff against Trotsky. After having ousted Trot- 
sky, he then collaborated with the right-wingers under Rukoff and 
Kalinin to eliminate the influence of the Zinovieff group. By 1927 
Stalin had achieved full control of the party. The ideological back- 
ground of the long intra-party struggle had been the divergence of 
opinion between the Trotskyite faction, which advocated an immediate 
drive for world revolution, and the Stalinite faction favoring “socialism 
in one country,” meaning the development of Russia’s internal re- 
sources along socialist lines. The adherents of a “national” Commu- 
nist policy under Stalin prevailed and the Five Year Plans were carried 
out under Stalin’s guidance on the basis of orthodox socialism. 

Stalin’s desire to strengthen his position and to close ranks in the face 
of the menace of war resulted in a wholesale purge of party members 
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of all ranks between 1934 and 1938. It was precipitated by the murder 
of S. M. Kirov, a friend of Stalin and a member of the Political Bureau. 
Hundreds of high-ranking members of the party, the Government, and 
the military forces were investigated; forced or persuaded to confess 
disloyal, seditious, or traitorous acts; tried; and sentenced to be impris- 
oned or executed. 

Most of the old-guard Bolsheviks were eliminated in this way. New 
leaders were mosdy of the younger generation trained under the Soviet 
system. The effect of the purge upon the rank and file of the party 
and the people was so great that the party congress, meeting in 1939, 
changed the rules to redefine the rights of party members, abolish mass 
purges, shorten terms of party office, and increase the power of local 
party organizations over local economic affairs. Annual conferences 
of local party organizations on a national level were also encouraged.^" 

The Third International 

The Third International, organized in 1919 and composed of Com- 
munist parties in all countries, was actually an instrument of the All- 
Union Communist Party of the U.S.S.R. to spread its propaganda in 
favor of world revolution abroad. Its headquarters were in Moscow. 
Hence Bolshevik leaders were in a position to exercise a predominating 
influence, altliough the Soviet Government persistently denied that it 
was in any way connected with the Comintern. Dissolution of the 
Third International by its Congress on May 22, 1943, however, indi- 
cated the close connection between the existence and activities of this 
body and the Soviet regime, since the obvious purpose was to free the 
U.S.S.R. from the taint of the Red terror and to make possible a closer 
rapprochement with England and the United States. 

The Constitution 

The vast bulk of the U.S.S.R., with its large number of different na- 
tionalities and national territorial units, has necessitated recognition of 
regional and cultural difierences from the beginning. Therefore it is 
not surprising that these should bulk so large in the framework of the 
constitution. In the reaction against Tsarist absolutism, the Commu- 
nist ruling oligarchy sought to secure support by recognizing in theory 
the right of each nationality to exercise autonomy in its own affairs, 
while at the same time it crushed ruthlessly the attempts of opposition 
elements to establish independent governments. This recognition was 

“Duranty, W., 7 he Kremlin and the People (New York: Reynal and Hitchcock, 1941), 
Chs. II-VI. 
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Carried over into the constitution of 1924 and is repeated in the consti- 
tution of 1936. 

In form, the U.S.S.R. is a federal state like the United States and 
Switzerland, with all powers not specifically delegated to the federal 
government belonging to the constituent republics. However, there 
are a number of significant differences which operate to make the Rus- 
sian system unlike other federal systems. 

As a consequence of the revolution, Russia has emerged as a socialist, 
proletarian state in which all productive instruments of any conse- 
quence are owned either by the state or by cooperatives. Private own- 
ership and its income from interest, rent, and profits, has been almost 
entirely eliminated (except for small plots of land, homes, household 
chattels, and personal effects). Since competition between individual 
enterprises no longer regulates production, planning by the national 
government has had to be substituted. This necessitates a government 
with ample power to deal not only with political but with economic 
matters. Hence so-called federalism, which in Western parlance 
implies wide political autonomy and still broader exemption from na- 
tional interference with economic affairs, becomes, in Russia, the regi- 
mentation of all political, economic, and ideological phases of life, ex- 
cept in a few cultural spheres where the dictatorship feels it is safe to 
permit greater freedom of action. 

In the constitution of 1936, the U.S.S.R. is given power over interna- 
tional relations; war and peace; admission of new republics; observance 
of the federal constitution by member republics; changes of boundaries 
of Union Republics; creation of new autonomous republics and re- 
gions; military affairs; foreign trade; internal security; national plan- 
ning; national taxation and finance; banks; industry, agriculture, and 
trade of national significance; transportation and conomunications; 
money and credit; insurance and national accounting; criminal and 
civil law; citizenship and amnesty acts. In addition, the national gov- 
ernment may determine fundamental principles for the use of the land 
and natural resources and may regulate the public health policies of 
Union Republics. This imposing array of federal powers makes it 
quite clear that local autonomy in Russia consists in the method of ad- 
ministering the laws rather than in a division of powers between na- 
tional and local governments. 

Some coiicession to decentralization is seen in the constitutional pro- 
visions that (i) the sovereignty of Union Republics is restricted only by 
the powers expressly given to the national government by the constitu- 
tion; (2) each Union Republic has the right to secede from the Union; 
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and (3) tie territory of the Union Republics may not be changed with- 
out their consent. The right of secession, however, has become a dead 
letter.^® 

More important still, amendment of the constitution is accomplished 
by a two-thirds vote of the Supreme Council of the U.S.S.R. (Art. 146). 
Thus, the national government alone determines the allocation of 
power between itself and Union Republics. 

Recent amendments to the constitution permit Union Republics to 
exchange diplomatic representatives and make agreements with foreign 
states and to raise and maintain armies of their own. These changes 
seem intended to relax the tight controls of the central government and 
perhaps to induce other countries of eastern Europe to join the 
U.S.S.R.^^ 


The Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R. 

Soviet governmental organs have no counterpart in western Europe 
or America. They rest rather upon the firm foundation of Russian 
precedent. The legislative function in Russia under the Tsars re- 
mained in a state of arrested development, by western standards, and 
Soviet experiments have not so far changed the picture appreciably. 
Nor does Soviet political theory accept the idea of a separation of pow- 
ers, as in the United States, preferring to vest all powers in one central 
body which is divided into legislative and executive branches. The 
constitution of 1924 established an All-Union Congress of Soviets com- 
posed of representatives from provincial and city Soviets, which in turn 
were made up of delegates from lower bodies. Industrial workers 
were given preference by allotting them one representative for every 
25,000 workers, whereas peasants received one for every 125,000 of the 
rural population. 

Theoretically, this huge body of more than 2000 members held ulti- 
mate governmental power, but because of its size and infrequent meet- 
ings, primary legislative authority resided in the Central Executive 
Committee, chosen by the All-Union Congress. This Committee con- 
sisted of the Council of the Union, a body of several hundred members 
selected on the basis of population; and the Council of Nationalities, a 
smaller chamber with 5 representatives from each union and autono- 
mous republic, and one from each autonomous region. 

^^Rappard, et al, op. cit., V, iio-iii; and Florinsky, op. cit., p. 843. 

“Autonomy,” Information Bulletin, U. S. S. R. Embassy, XlYiig (February 15, 1944), pp. 
6-7; Irving Brant, “The New Russian Enigma,” Neut Republic, CX:9 (February 28, 1944), 
pp. 272-274; and “Autonomy and the Soviet Union,” Business Week, No. 755 (February 19, 
1944), pp. 113-116. 
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The Central Executive Committee, as the highest legislative, execu- 
tive, and administrative authority of the U.S.S.R., had power to appoint 
and control the Presidium and the Council of People’s Commissars, and 
to pass upon all legislative proposals and decrees issuing from these and 
similar bodies in the Union Republics. The Presidium, an executive 
committee of 27 members, exercised all of the powers of the Central 
Executive Committee between its sessions, which were supposed to be 
held at least three times between the sessions of the All-Union Con- 
gress. It supervised observance of the constitution and execution of 
the laws, had power to approve or veto decrees of the Council of Peo- 
ple’s Commissars or of individual Commissars, and could suspend any 
laws of Union Congresses, subject to approval by the Central Execu- 
tive Committee. It also decided all conflicts between the Council of 
People’s Commissars and the Central Executive Committees of Union 
Republics. 

The Council of People’s Commissars of the U.S.S.R., under the con- 
stitution of 1924, consisted of the heads of the various administrative 
departments. It was designated as the executive and administrative 
organ of the Central Executive Committee, with power to issue decrees 
binding upon the entire territory of the U.S.S.R. It could also exam- 
ine decrees of individual Commissars of the U.S.S.R. and of Central 
Executive Committees of Union Republics. It was made responsible 
for its acts to the Central Executive Committee and Presidium of the 
U.S.S.R., but did not go out of oiBce as a body on a vote of lack of 
confidence. 

By the Constitution of 1936, the All-Union Congress was eliminated. 
The Supreme Council, elected for four years, possesses all legislative 
power. The Council of the Union (the lower house) is now chosen by 
the voters on the basis of one deputy for every 300,000 of the population. 
The Coimcil of Nationalities (the upper chamber) is elected by the 
voters of each regional unit on the basis of 25 deputies for each union 
republic, ii for each autonomous republic, 5 for each autonomous 
region, and i for each national district. Deputies are immune from 
arrest except by vote of the Supreme Council, or of the Presidium if the 
Council is not in session. 

The chambers are co-equal in legislative powers. Their sessions are 
co-terminous and are called twice a year by the Presidium. Each house 
elects a chairman and two vice-chairmen as its oflScers. Differences 
over legislation between the two houses are settled by a conciliation 
committee made up of an equal number from each body. If no agree- 
ment is possible, the constimtion provides for dissolution of the cham- 
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bers by the Presidium of the Supreme Council, which then fixes dates 
for new elections. In practice, no dissolution has occurred to date. 

The Presidium of the Supreme Council, now consisting of 37 mem- 
bers, including the chairman, ii vice-chairmen, and 24 ordinary mem- 
bers, is given much broader authority by the 1936 constitution. Al- 
though it no longer has power to legislate, the Presidium interprets 
national laws; dissolves the Supreme Council and holds new elections 
in case of differences between the two chambers; conducts referenda 
on its own initiative or on request of a single Union Republic; awards 
decorations and honors; exercises the power of pardon; appoints and 
removes the highest officers of the military forces; declares war in case 
of attack or to fulfill treaty commitments if the Supreme Council is 
not in session; declares general or partial mobilization; ratifies treaties; 
appoints and recalls diplomatic representatives; and receives foreign 
diplomats. In addition, the Presidium acts in place of the Supreme 
Council when the latter is not in session, vetoes decisions and acts of the 
Councils of People’s Commissars of the U.S.S.R. and the Union Repub- 
lics, and appoints and dismisses individual commissars on recommen- 
dation of their chairmen. 

The Council of People’s Commissars is left substantially unchanged 
by the new constitution as to methods of selection and organization, 
except that the chairman of the Commission of Soviet Control and the 
heads of the Committees on Art and Education are added to it. Com- 
missars are obligated to give oral or written replies to questions ad- 
dressed to them by deputies of the Supreme Council. 

Commissariats are either All-Union or Union-Republic. The former 
enforce and administer directly national laws throughout the entire 
territory of the U.S.S.R. in such matters as foreign affairs, transport, 
communications, foreign trade, industry, armaments, shipbuilding, and 
so forth. Union-Republic Commissariats act through their counter- 
parts in the various Union Republics on matters delegated to them, in- 
cluding food, light industry, agriculture, forests, farms, health, justice, 
and so forth. 

Government in Subordinate Territorial Units 

In general, the same type of organization prevails in the Union Re- 
publics and other local units as in the national government. The de- 
gree of standardization of governmental forms indicates the chief dif- 
ference between the constitutions of American states, for example, and 
the republics of the Soviet Union. In the United States, state constitu- 
tions are originated and adopted -locally. Hence great variations in 
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form and function prevail among the states. In the U.S.S.R., on the 
other hand, there is one uniform constitution for all the republics, thus 
indicating its central origin and a resulting lack of local spontaneity 
and opportunity for innovations in political affairs. Concentration of 
power at the center is also shown by the hierarchical character of gov- 
ernmental administration. Beginning at the top, the higher Soviets 
exercise supervision over the lower until primary territorial imits are 
reached. In the United States, on the other hand, state governments 
are largely independent of national control in the exercise of their 
powers. 


Popular Participation in Politics 

The constitution of 1936 removes all religious, economic, and politi- 
cal disqualifications formerly applicable to non-Bolsheviks and grants 
universal suffrage at the age of 18. The only exceptions are criminals 
and the insane. Deputies to Soviets on all levels are subject to direct 
election by the voters. Citizens in the armed services are eligible both 
to vote and to run for office. Balloting is secret. Both men and 
women are eligible as candidates for office if sponsored by a Commu- 
nist Party organization, trade union, cooperative, cultural society, or 
youth organization. 

However, it is illegal for any party, other than the Communist, to 
sponsor candidates — this would be considered a treasonable act. Out- 
right opposition to government policies is also forbidden, although 
criticism of the personal conduct of candidates or of details of adminis- 
tration is permitted. Each incumbent running for re-election is re- 
quired to give an account of his work, and political problems are called 
to the attention of voters during campaigns. Elections are held at 
places of work, or in districts for non-workers, under the supervision of 
electoral commissions established on each regional level. Under these 
conditions, elections in the U.S.S.R. could hardly be said to be free in 
the Western-democratic sense of the term. 

Rights and Duties of Citizens 

The bill of rights of the 1936 constitution goes much farther than 
the American Constitution, at least on paper, in granting rights and 
privileges to the people. Not only are all personal and judicial rights 
substantially conceded, but the citizen is guaranteed the right to work, 
to rest, to social security, free education, and equal rights for women. 
Private property rights are eliminated under the system of socialist pro- 
duction, except for small domiciliary and personal holdings. Soviet 



SOVIET RUSSIA 


436 

leaders have made a substantial effort to achieve the goals of economic 
comfort set forth in the constitution. Although retarded by the war, 
they have made some progress in that direction. But so far as the 
rights of free speech, free press, free association, and inviolability of the 
person are concerned, the obvious facts belie the written word. The 
great problem of Russian socialism is to make economic welfare com- 
patible with political freedom. The record of the great purge, the 
operations of the Ogpu, control of the press, liquidation of anti-Com- 
munist organizations, and the use of “labor discipline” all indicate that 
in these respects the bill of rights expresses ideals for the future rather 
than accomplished facts. 

The duties of citizens include respect for the constitution and the 
laws of the land, observance of labor discipline and social obligations, 
safeguarding of state property, universal military service, avoidance of 
treasonable or seditious acts, and defense of the fatherland.^® 

The Judiciary 

Courts created by the constitution of 1936 include the Supreme Court 
of the U.S.S.R., the Supreme Courts of Union Republics, territorial and 
provincial courts, courts of autonomous republics and provinces, dis- 
trict courts, special courts created by act of the Supreme Council of the 
U.S.S.R., and People’s Courts. Each of these is elected by the Councils 
of the respective territorial areas for periods of five years, except the 
People’s Courts, which are chosen by the voters directly for terms of 
three years. Judges are theoretically independent, but can be recalled 
by the bodies which elected them, or subjected to criminal prosecution 
by the State Prosecutor of the U.S.S.R. with the permission of the Presid- 
ium of the U.S.S.R. The Supreme Court of the U.S.S.R. reviews deci- 
sions of lower courts. It also exercises original jurisdiction over con- 
flicts between republics and cases of sedition and treason against the 
Soviet Union. Similar functions are performed by the higher regional 
courts. 

The principal trial courts are the People’s Courts, presided over in 
each case by a judge and two public assessors selected from lists pre- 
pared by local Soviets and serving for short periods. Trials are public 
and accused persons have the right of defense. 

Laws administered by the courts have now been thoroughly re- 
codified and socialized. They are frequently revised. The tendency 
is to increase the severity of punishment for political offenses, although 
the rehabilitation theory of correction has been applied in criminal 

^ “Constitution of 1936,” Chs. X, XI, in Rappard, op. cit., pp. 125-129. 
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cases. Economic disputes are usually settled by special arbitration 
boards. 

The enforcement of the laws and supervision of the courts is in the 
hands of the Prosecutor of the U.S.S.R., appointed by the Supreme 
Council for a period of seven years. Prosecutors on all other levels are 
appointed by the U.S.S.R. Prosecutor for seven-year terms, except dis- 
trict and urban prosecutors, who are appointed by prosecutors of the 
Union Republics with approval of the U.S.S.R. Prosecutor. Thus law 
enforcement is much more highly centralized in the U.S.S.R. than in 
the United States or Switzerland. 

The Ogpu 

The judicial protection provided by the regular system of courts does 
not apply to political offenders accused of counter-revolutionary activi- 
ties or subversive offenses against the regime. These may be appre- 
hended by the State secret police, subjected to summary secret trial, and 
executed; or made to sign confessions before a public trial, as in the 
case of the famous treason trials, and then executed.^® Originally 
called the Ogpu, the secret police were later designated as the NKVD. 

Cultural Achievement^^ 

The need for internal propaganda has developed a vigorous Soviet 
art. Posters have launched a school of easel painters and moralists, and 
public monuments have established sculpture, an art which is new to 
Russia. In literature, novelists and poets like Aleksei Tolstoi, M. A. 
Sholokhov, and Ilya Ehrenburg have a tremendous following. In 
music, the U.S.S.R. leads the world in having the largest number of 
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great modern composers, including Shostakovich, Miaskovsky, Proko- 
ficjffj and Gliere. Artists are the highest-paid group in Russia, and 
Aleksei Tolstoi is reputedly the richest man in the Soviet Union. To 
their honors, which include the Order of Lenin and such titles as “Peo- 
ple’s Artist,” have recently been added annual Stalin prizes in cash. 

Education 

The fathers of the revolution attempted to make as complete a break 
with the past in the field of intellectual and artistic work as in the po- 
litical and economic spheres. Since the revolutionary aim was the 
creation of a new society differing completely in direction, scope, and 
structure from the liberal, capitalistic societies of the Western world, the 
Bolshevists saw clearly the need of breaking with the basic tenets of 
these societies and the means of transmitting these tenets to the younger 
generation. This could only be accomplished by seizing control of all 
channels through which ideas were communicated and changing com- 
pletely the ideological bearing of the concepts transmitted through edu- 
cational agencies. 

Most important of these channels of communication of ideas were the 
schools. Since existing categories of knowledge were cast in the mold 
of nineteenth-century attitudes and conceptions, and since the school 
systems which transmitted them were staffed by teaching personnel 
steeped in the attitudes, doctrines, and teaching methods of the past, it 
was obvious to Soviet leaders that the entire structure and staffs of the 
schools must be fundamentally altered. Consequently the old school 
systems were abolished and most of the teachers and professors were 
killed, exiled, or sent to prison. This created an embarrassing hiatus in 
educational facilities for a time, but the revolutionary enthusiasts were 
not disturbed by that. 

The idea of group education was applied on a large scale, combined 
with the notion of bringing the toiling masses into the schools, and stu- 
dents into the practical everyday work of production. The organiza- 
tion of schools was changed to accomplish this end and teachers were 
subordinated to the will of the classes they were supposed to teach. 
Principal emphasis at this time was placed upon the dissemination of 
Marxian doctrines. These practices, however, led to several unfortu- 
nate results: (i) lack of teachers and of teacher-control over the classes, 
combined with too little regard for the tools of learning, resulted in 
graduates poorly prepared for the practical tasks of everyday life upo'n 
which so much depended in the way of production of badly needed 
goods; and (2) overemphasis on theory produced little effect upon stu- 
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dents unprepared to deal in abstractions and led to neglect of more 
urgently needed practical studies. 

In consequence, a thorough revision of the educational system took 
place in which many of the features of the old system were restored. 
The teacher was given greater authority, knowledge of practical sub- 
jects was stressed, and less time was given to indoctrination. Even so, 
special care was taken in all schools to orient students toward the pre- 
vailing Marxist or Stalinist doctrines, and great efforts were made to 
school the masses (especially the industrial workers) and to expand the 
educational system as widely as possible. 

By 1941, the Soviet government was spending 12 times as much on 
education as the tsar’s government had spent in 1914. Instead of the 
91 universities and colleges existing in Russia in 1914, mostly in St. 
Petersburg and Moscow, there are now 750 such institutions scattered 
over the entire Soviet Union. Instruction at all levels is carried on in 
75 languages. Attempts are made to reach all workers through courses 
sponsored by labor unions and workers’ clubs. Schools are also pro- 
vided for migratory workers, nomadic peoples, and children living in 
isolated sections of the Arctic region or in the great forests. 

The pressing need for engineers and technicians has led to the crea- 
tion of many technical schools and colleges operated by the Commis- 
sariats which supervise the types of technical production for which the 
students are trained. The immense educational effort of the U.S.S.R. 
is rapidly creating a well-educated and intellectually alert Russian 
citizenry, thoroughly imbued with the nationalistic and patriotic con- 
ceptions of the regime. 


Literary Trends 

The early emphasis on “proletarian” literature which extolled the 
revolution, depicted the evils of capitalistic society, featured the selfish 
and corrupt capitalistic exploiters in Russia who refused to cooperate in 
revolutionary reforms, and proclaimed the new era of the toiling 
masses, has now been jettisoned. Soviet writers today glorify the tre- 
mendous sacrifices of the people in the great patriotic war, their amaz- 
ing accomplishments in production, their sufferings under the yoke of 
the invader, their love of country and of family. Many of the older 
Russian writers, such as Tolstoi, Turgenyev, and Chekhov, have been 
restored to favor. Foreign works are printed in large numbers, al- 
though writers and contents are carefully selected. Today nearly 700,- 
000,000 books and pamphlets are printed in the Soviet Union. The 



440 


SOVIET RUSSIA 


State Press prints nearly half of them. Public libraries have also ex- 
panded rapidly. 

Since the revolution, the entire press has been completely controlled 
by the party line, i.e., the newspapers cannot express sentiments which 
conflict in any way with the accepted policies of the regime. Some 
newspapers are State-controlled, others are party-controlled, and still 
others are sponsored by unions, clubs, organizations of factory workers, 
or collectives. The function of the press is mainly informative, educa- 
tional, and ideological. Hence its tone tends to be didactic and its ma- 
terial dry and tiresome. Too much space is given to long reports of 
officials, citations of facts regarding productive achievements, and state- 
ments of official policy. 

There is much uniformity among newspapers, which indicates the 
dictated character of the material. The only criticism permitted is that 
which pertains to inefficiency, corruption, dishonesty, and kindred 
failings in the various phases of economic production. Little original 
writing of literary merit is published. Much of the reporting is in the 
form of letters which workers from all over the Soviet Union are en- 
couraged to write, telling of their local problems, living conditions, and 
sentiments. 

The war has stimulated the press to print war stories, cartoons, verses 
and jokes about the war, and accounts of the deeds of both military and 
civilian war heroes. In spite of the government-dictated character of 
the press, the people buy newspapers eagerly and their circulation has 
expanded greatly. Today more than 8000 newspapers serve nearly 
40,000,000 readers. 


The Arts 

In the theater, the system has stressed the work of collective groups 
rather than individual actors. Group discipline and precision are re- 
markable. Dramatic themes have rotated around the Revolution in its 
various aspects and the creative activities of the new Soviet system. 
Motion pictures have followed the same trend. The quality of dra- 
matic performances has greatly improved and attendance at the theater 
and cinema has notably increased. By 1941, there were 850 theaters in 
Russia, well distributed throughout the Union. A considerable pro- 
portion of these were especially for rural areas and audiences of chil- 
dren. Theatrical efforts are actively encouraged by the government, 
the Comsomols, and the trade unions. 

In recent years, a craze for amateur art has swept the country, par- 
ticularly, for native folk dancing. Schools, clubhouses, and factories all 
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encourage it. The same is true of choral singing — ^nearly every form 
of association has its chorus. 


Radio 

The radio stations of the U.S.S.R. are of course ovs^ned and operated 
by the government. The principal stations are in Moscow and Kha- 
barovsk. News, weather forecasts, entertainment features, music, and 
statements of government leaders are broadcast from these and smaller 
stations. Local stations help to organize and motivate community ac- 
tivities. Advertising features which mar American programs are 
omitted, but government-sponsored propaganda takes its place. Thus, 
in every phase of communications, the government controls and directs 
the thinking of the people. 

The U.S.S.R. in World War II 

Soviet Russia was much misunderstood and resented not only by the 
United States but also by other “civilized” nations in the post-war years. 
The Soviet Union, as the standard-bearer of revolutionary communism 
and the mainstay of the Third (Communist) Internationa), whose ob- 
jective was the struggle for world revolution, was feared by all the so- 
called “capitalist” powers. It was, in fact, this fear of communism 
which enabled Hitler to ride into power in Germany and to pretend 
that Geririany was saving the world from communism. 

Hitler’s accession to power made Germany a grave potential danger 
to Soviet Russia, whose leaders started searching for collective security. 
But the appeasement policies of the democracies, culminating in the 
Munich Agreement of September, 1938, closed the doors to any Russian 
participation in joint action against Hitler. Moreover, it indicated to 
Soviet authorities that the Chamberlains and Daladiers hoped to save 
their democracies from Nazism by encouraging it to spend its force 
against Russia. Munich also demonstrated the weakness of the democ- 
racies in the crisis. The absence of Soviet Russia from Munich was 
largely ignored by the press and the public of the democracies — 3. fact 
never forgotten by Soviet leaders, who also recalled that Russian repre- 
sentatives had not been invited to the Versailles Peace Conference after 
the First World War. 

With the German danger growing in the summer of 1939, the Brit- 
ish and French tried to save themselves by attempting to reopen negoti- 
ations with the Soviets. Thereupon Stalin made his deal with Hider — 
a deal which led to the initial steps of the Second World War and 
which resulted in the partition of Poland by Germany and Russia. In 
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short, the Soviet-German agreement was the determining factor in un- 
leashing the war of 1939. 

The gloating by Russia’s enemies over disunity in the U.S.S.R. be- 
cause of the bloody purges of 1936-1937 proved unfounded. Moreover, 
the belief of some writers that the adoption of the constitution of 1936 
and Soviet support of the League of Nations and the sanctity of treaties 
demonstrated a change of heart on the part of the Soviet Union was 
only an illusion. The U.S.S.R. had remained a totalitarian dictatorship 
playing a very realistic game of power politics. 

Hitler’s war against Great Britain and France proved, however, to be 
only the prelude to the seizure of the Ukraine and the Caucasus, long 
desired by German statesmen hungry for land and raw materials. The 
U.S.S.R. was to be pushed eastward and the Ukraine was to furnish 
space and resources for German expansion. Stalin’s awareness of these 
plans was obvious from Russia’s acquisition of the Baltic states, eastern 
Poland, and Bessarabia, which were seized as an aftermath of the non- 
aggression pact with Germany. In June, 1941, Hitler’s hordes attacked 
Russia (though the invasion was somewhat delayed by Yugoslavia’s 
unexpected resistance to Hitler’s demands for capitulation). 

Hider’s decision proved to be the greatest mistake of his career. 
Russia was able to bear the whole weight of Hitler’s mighty war ma- 
chine. In spite of frequent Russian appeals, no second front was es- 
tablished until June, 1944. But already in January, 1944, the Red 
Army had crossed the pre-1939 Polish border for the first time in the 
midst of a great winter counter-offensive. On August 18, 1944, the 
first Russian troops crossed the German border. Russia also extended 
its conquests and influence in Central-Eastern Europe by knocking Ro- 
mania out of the war in the same month; and by forcing the Finns to 
sign an armistice on September 4, and the Bulgarians on September 9. 
In the fall of 1944, the Russians started attacking Budapest. In April, 
1945 the Russians took Berlin. 

The Red Army’s victories increased Russian demands on the Allies — 
demands which irritated many Americans, particularly the former iso- 
lationists who had been pointing to ever-growing figures of lend-lease 
aid to Russia and to Moscow’s neutrality toward Japan. Russia’s 
friends, on the other hand, were not slow to emphasize that Russia had 
borne the main brunt of Hitler’s attack and that she was the first nation 
able to stop Hitler’s Blitzkrieg tactics (with Allied help, of course). 

The war with Nazi Germany compelled the Soviet Union to devote 
its productive energies to the life and death struggle with Fascism. 
From a normal expenditure for defense of about one-tenth of the 
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State’s budget, armament costs gradually increased to about one-third 
in 1940. Climbing to over 50 per cent by 1943, total war costs were 
expected to reach 70 per cent of the budget in 1944. Large areas of 
European Russia and the Ukraine were overrun and devastated by both 
German and Russian armies. Factories, power stations, mines, dams, 
and village industries were destroyed. Livestock was killed or carried 
away, food supplies seized, crops destroyed, schools, museums, libraries, 
and institutions of higher learning burned or used for miUtary pur- 
poses. Hundreds of thousands of men and women were carried away 
to Germany for labor service. Millions of men were killed or wounded 
in battle and millions more diverted from productive peacetime pur- 
suits to the armed services. Brutality, starvation, and disease wrecked 
the lives of millions, raising grave problems of health.^® As the Ger- 
man tide was stopped at Stalingrad and ebbed slowly back from Rus- 
sian soil, Soviet leaders began to plan and work to reconstruct the devas- 
tated areas while the war was still going on. 

Problems of Reconstruction 

The automatic controls of demand, supply, and price which are sup- 
posed to maintain the private enterprise system on an even keel do not 
function in a socialist economy where land and capital are collectivized 
and production for profit is abolished. Hence national planning, or 
the budgeting of natural resources, labor, and capital, is inevitable. 

National planning in the U.S.S.R. is in charge of the State Planning 
Commission, successor to the Supreme Economic Council, and now a 
department of the Council of People’s Commissars of the U.S.S.R. 
Similar planning agencies exist on each level of government. The 
general principles of the plan to be adopted are outlined by high party 
and government leaders and transmitted to the State Planning Com- 
mission. The latter, using the vast information at its disposal, prepares 
a unified plan which is submitted to government leaders for approval, 
then passed on to subordinate planning agencies, collective farms, and 
factories for criticisms and suggestions. It is finally revised by the 
higher agencies and put into effect. 

Soviet planning during the periods of the three Five Year Plans aimed 
at complete socialization of industry and agriculture, transformation of 
the U.S.S.R. into a highly industrialized state, and substantial improve- 
ment in the living standards of the people. Critics pomt to serious 
errors by the planners, such as the overbuilding of industrial plants and 

Kazakevich, V. D,, “Financing War and Reconstruction,” The U. S. S. R. in Reconstruct 
tion, op. cit., p. 148. 
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underbuilding of transportation facilities (especially railroads) to carry 
their products, lack of coordination among various phases of the plans, 
and uneven achievement of goals. These mistakes evidently arose 
from inaccurate estimates of the productive capacity of labor, ineffi- 
ciency of technicians and managers, the retarding influence of an un- 
wieldy bureaucracy, and such intangibles as the resentment of workers 
and peasants at low incomes, heavy taxes, high costs of living, and the 
dictatorial methods of the regime.^® 

To a large degree, the ability of Soviet Russia to survive in the post- 
war world and succeed in its socialist experiment depends upon the 
success of socialist planning. The task of reconstruction covers all 
phases of life. Even after all repairs have been made, the U.S.S.R. still 
has far to go before it can equal or surpass the productive capacities and 
living standards of the most advanced western nations. Nevertheless, 
great strides have been made in the desired direction. The record 
shows that, within the brief span of 20 years, the Soviets have succeeded 
in converting Russia from an agricultural to a highly industrialized 
state, advancing in capital construction at a rate much faster than the 
United States and other capitalistic countries. The tempo has been 
somewhat slackened in some sectors during the war, but it has increased 
in others. 

By 1944, power, industrial, and arms production had increased sev- 
eral times over pre-war figures, while costs declined, but the U.S.S.R. 
barely held its own in agricultural output.®® 

Planners during the war, working through the “vertical” controls of 
the various Commissariats, “geographical” or community controls, and 
special agencies, are devoting primary attention to the reconstruction of 
devastated areas. Their plans cover the restoration of wrecked mines, 
coal fields, schools, railways, farms, and homes, and the replacement of 
livestock. Scientific methods and artistic designs are being applied to 
housing construction and town planning. 

After the war, the aim is a Fifteen Year Plan which will undertake 
to achieve the ultimate goal of Communism for Russia. This grandi- 
ose objective is to be reached, Soviet leaders declare, without borrowing 
from abroad. In other words, all war costs are to be liquidated, devas- 
tation repaired, and a sufficiently high goal of production attained to 
permit plenty for all, so that relaxation of controls by the government 

^Yugow, A., Russia's Economic Front for War and Peace (New York: Harpers, 1942), 
Ch. I; and M. T. Flonnsky, op. cit., pp. 865-880. 

Benediktov, I., “Soviet Agriculture in Three Years of War,” Information Bulletin, Embassy 
of U. S. S. R., IV:73 (June 27, 1944), PP* “Soviet Industry Stands Test of War,” loc. 

cit., IV:8o (July 15, 1944), p. 6. 
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may permit the “withering away of the state.” This goal, they insist, 
will be secured even if the strict rati oning and labor controls now im- 
posed upon the people must be continued. 

In the light of past experience, the project oudined above seems uto- 
pian. The greatest weakness of the socialist regime in Russia has been 
in the field of industrial organization and production. Throughout 
the period of the Five Year Plans, the industrial system suffered from 
over-centralization of control. Individual industries were grouped 
into trusts, trusts into syndicates, and syndicates into combines. All of 
these functioned under industrial Commissariats of the U.S.S.R. and the 
Union Republics, topped by a political dictatorship which was harsh in 
its methods and not too patient about results. Too much centralization 
led to a top-heavy superstructure with divided responsibility and an 
army of bureaucrats who practiced nepotism and graft, floundered in 
red tape, and ate up any surpluses produced by the workers. Reaction 
against this inefficient “functional” organization led to purges of the 
guilty ones, and a shift to greater emphasis on the responsibility of indi- 
vidual plants and managers. Greater supervisory power was accorded 
to local party and government agencies also, but without noticeable 
results. 

Lack of training of workers, technicians, engineers, and managers 
was a potent cause of failure throughout. This led to faulty organiza- 
tion of work, poor quality of products, frequent shut-downs, lack of 
coordination, and high costs. The result was decreased total produc- 
tion. The government’s need to save capital led to reduced wages and 
higher prices. Socialist inducements for labor efficiency proved inade- 
quate. Faced with lower “take home” wages and higher costs of liv- 
ing, workers began to leave their jobs or engage in a “slow down.” 

Realizing that medals, honors, and coercion were insufficient, the 
government then turned to capitalistic practices. Piece-work wages 
were offered to stimulate labor efforts. When this did not produce 
adequate results, “Stakhanovism” (a speed-up system) was introduced. 
These methods led to some increase in labor efficiency but tended to 
split the workers into classes with increasingly large wage differentials. 
Under the “speed up,” young workers burned themselves out while the 
basic difficulties remained unsolved. 

Still trying to increase labor productivity in the face of impending 
war, severe labor discipline was restored in 1939-1941. Foremen were 
given dictatorial powers, hours were increased, wages were cut, and it 
was made a crime for workers to leave their jobs without good cause. 
These controls have not been relaxed during the war. Nevertheless, 
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the German invasion worked an amazing transformation in the zeal 
and energy of the laboring masses of Russia. Although most of the 
younger men were drafted into the armed services and their places 
were taken by women, old men, and boys, and in spite of the hardships 
of moving to new locations to the east out of reach of the enemy, labor 
productivity increased substantially during the war years in practically 
all phases of effort. 

When the will to work was present, men found they could do won- 
ders even with the inadequate tools and processes available in the early 
years of the war. These are now being rapidly replaced by up-to-date 
machinery and methods. The people have been equally effective in 
the work of reconstruction. The question now is whether their high 
morale can be carried over into peacetime. 

Agricultural Problems 

The situation in agriculture has been comparable to that in industry. 
The resentment of peasants at forcible collectivization during the 30’s 
led to a tremendous drop in agricultural output. After collectivization 
was fully achieved, by 1938, heavy taxes (in kind) on collectives, forci- 
ble collections, low prices paid for farm goods, and so forth, coupled 
with top-heavy staffing of collectives, caused peasant incomes to drop 
to very low levels. This in turn led to dissatisfaction and the lowering 
of labor efHciency. Peasant demands for the right to work land of 
their own finally forced the government to legalize this practice in the 
1936 constitution. Subsequently, peasants have increased production 
on their private holdings (up to 2.5 acres) with the tacit acceptance of 
this capitalistic practice by the regime. State farms have not been suc- 
cessful, on the whole. Collective farms have been fairly successful, but 
peasants are irritated by high government exactions and by the great 
differences in returns between rich and poor collectives — a situation 
which has resulted in class distinctions among the peasants. 

The scorched earth policy of the Russians in their retreat before the 
advancing Germans in 1941, followed by the destruction wrought by 
the Germans during their occupation of Soviet territory and eventual 
retreat, left the areas involved almost.»totally in ruins. Practically all 
livestock was moved away or slaughtered, most buildings were de- 
stroyed, crops were burned, tractors and other equipment rendered 
useless. 

As the Germans were driven back, the Soviet Government issued a 
directive on August i, 1943, for the rehabilitation of the liberated re- 
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gions. The plan called for the transfer of 600, ooo head of cattle from 
the east to be distributed to the collective farms. To put the livestock 
industry back on its feet, 1,000,000 more were to be added eventually. 
The housing project called for the construction of 300,000 homes and 
agricultural buildings, the establishment of lumber mills, and the re- 
pair of machine and tractor stations together v^ith replacement of the 
tractors themselves. According to reports from Russia, this plan has 
been more than fulfilled. 

The rapid pace of restoration was due largely to the fact that the fac- 
tories of the Urals and Central Siberia were untouched by the invasion. 
Production from these factories was most helpful. So were contribu- 
tions of seed, machinery, and livestock from collective farms in the 
east, state grants, voluntary subscriptions, and the use of industrial 
equipment and skilled workers from the east. All of these, added to 
the prodigious efforts of the inhabitants of the liberated areas, made 
possible the amazing transformation. Though supplies of grain were 
below normal in earlier war years, current reports indicate bumper 
harvests on the way.^^ 


Trade Unions 

The great question for Soviet Russia after the war will be whether the 
Russian people are willing to continue the tremendous sacrifices they 
have been called upon to make during the past 20 years. Under the 
dictatorship, they have been deprived of the means of protecting their 
interests against exploitation by the Communist ruling class. The old 
type of trade unions were “liquidated” at an early stage. Workers 
were forced to join Communist unions by discriminations in favor of 
members of these organizations. Lack of worker interest in such 
associations has caused the regime to extend itself to try to encourage 
them. At present, labor unions in Russia make collective wage agree- 
ments with factory managers, supervise observance by factories of labor 
legislation, possess and administer their own resorts and rest homes 
where members may spend their vacations, control the operation of all 
social security legislation, maintain cultural and educational facilities 
for members, and afford them legal advice. The list of functions is 
truly imposing, but the fact remains that the unions cannot act inde- 
pendently to further the interests of labor as a group. 

Valin, L., and Goodstein, S., “Problems of Agricultural Rehabilitauon m the Liberated 
Regions of the Soviet Union,” The U. S. S. R. in Reconstruction, op. at., pp. 98!?. 
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Large Families 

To the extensive list of benefits accorded to workers and their fam- 
ilies, including vacations with pay, health protection and social security, 
the U.S.S.R. has recendy added increased state aid to mothers of large 
families. State allowances have been enlarged to provide for a grant 
of 400 rubles for the birth of a third child, up to a grant of 5,000 rubles 
and a monthly allowance of 300 rubles for the birth of an eleventh 
child. These benefits are accompanied by maternity medals and in- 
creased maternity leaves for expectant mothers. Increased taxes are to 
be imposed on unmarried men and women and on families with not 
more than two children. Finally, marriage and divorce laws have been 
tightened. All connubial relationships must be legalized and divorce 
is made more difficult by the subjection of applicants to a public hearing 
and a court decision. 

Church and State in Soviet Russia 

The facts indicate that, instead of progressing toward Communism, 
the Soviet regime has been reverting in many important respects to the 
practices of capitalist regimes. This is true of religion as well as of 
policies concerning industry, agriculture, and the family. Stalin’s 
restoration of the Greek Catholic Church to its former status as an 
established Church in September, 1943, marks a complete reversal of 
the original Communist plan to eradicate religion. After 1917, the 
Soviet regime made war on the Church, confiscating its buildings, re- 
stricting its activities, and subjecting its clergy to persecution. In addi- 
tion to disestablishing the Church, Red leaders actively fostered the 
teaching of atheism. Church elections were prohibited after 1925 in 
order to prevent the selection of a new Patriarch. 

The policy of persecution was continued until the danger of war 
forced the Kremlin to seek the support of organized religion in the bat- 
tle against Fascism. In 1939, Christianity was declared by party lead- 
ers to be compatible with Marxism. Manifestations of loyal support 
by Acting Patriarch Sergius led the government to permit convocation 
of a Church Council in 1943, which formally elected Sergius as Patri- 
arch. The Patriarchate was then connected with the Council of Peo- 
ple’s Commissars, becoming in effect a branch of the Russian Govern- 
ment. Under these conditions, freedom of religion in Russia will be 
handicapped by a state-managed Chtorch.^^ 


^ Timashcff, N. S*, “The Church in the Soviet Union, 1917-1941,’' Russian Review, i:i 
(November^ I94i)> PP- 20-30; M. Karpovitch, “Church and State in Russian History,” loc. cit., 
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Communist ideology is being employed to preach utopian ideals to 
the people and now religion is restored to its historic role of “adminis- 
tering the opiates” necessary to produce docility on the part of the 
masses. Thus, the indictment of Marx against the use of religion by 
governments may be applied against the heirs of the Marxian tradition 
enthroned in the Kremlin. The war psychosis, increased emphasis on 
patriotism, and loyalty to the fatherland work to the same end. In 
this way the cycle of revolution followed by reaction is being com- 
pleted.^® 


Vost-War Soviet Foreign Policy 

Under Stalin’s skillful direction, the Soviet ship of state is being 
maneuvered in new directions which are destined to have a profound 
influence upon the future of the world. As a consequence of Russian 
successes in the Second World War, new territory has been acquired in 
Finland, the Baltic States, Poland, and Romania. Moreover, Soviet 
power and influence is spreading over all of eastern Europe and the 
Balkans, with the exception of Greece, and even into Germany itself. 
As the Yalta agreements have demonstrated, the Anglo-American 
Allies have had to yield to Russian demands in this area. Along with 
easy peace terms extended to the conquered satellites of Nazi Germany 
(Romania, Bulgaria, Hungary, and Finland), the Kremlin has 
smoothed the way for rapprochement by all of the states of Central- 
Eastern Europe with the U.S.S.R., which may lead in some cases to 
their entry into the Soviet Union. 

Soviet expansionist aims have been reformulated and are now pre- 
sented convincingly to show that the Soviet Union has eradicated the 
two basic evils of imperialism: oppression of minorities and enslave- 
ment of the working classes of dependent territories. Russian propa- 
ganda now contends that the wide cultural toleration of minorities in 
the U.S.S.R. has created a novel form of nationalism whereby the wid- 
est nationalistic difEerences can be practiced under a common political 
sovereignty, thus permitting an indefinite expansion of Soviet terri- 
torial jurisdiction without interference with native, regional, or racial 
mores. Moreover, Soviet apologists maintain that the Soviet Socialist 
system of production assures equality of treatment of all workers, 
regardless of nationality, and the absence of “capitalistic” exploitation. 

To conform with this new expansionist ideology, the Kjremlin has 

III:2 (Spring:, 1944), pp. 18-20; and S. B. Fay, “What Docs Stalin Want?” Current History, V:27 
(November, 1943), pp. 205-207. 

^ Lyons, E., “Soviet Foreign Policies,” American Mercury (March, 1943), pp. 367-373, 
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initiated certain political innovations which work in the same direction. 
While frowning upon any post-war confederations in Eastern Europe 
which might be aimed at Russia, the Kremlin has negotiated treaties 
of peace and friendly cooperation with Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia 
and has invited other nations in the area to join with her in similar 
agreements. The constitution of the U.S.S.R. has been changed to 
permit member republics to form and maintain their own standing 
armies and to carry on diplomatic relations with foreign states. Pan- 
Slav conferences held in Moscow have been revived, and re-establish- 
ment of the Greek Catholic Church helps to promote a friendly spirit 
in the Balkans. 

These steps clearly indicate the Kremlin’s intention to maintain a 
“security sphere” in Central-Eastern Europe, encouraging some states 
voluntarily to enter the U.S.S.R. and promoting in others governments 
friendly to the Soviet Union. In order to guarantee their friendliness, 
Soviet authorities have been promoting the organization of working 
class groups in all of these states which they hope will ultimately gain 
control of their respective governments. This project is being speedily 
carried out in all of the territories under Russian occupation. 

The spread of Soviet influence will not stop short at Germany’s 
eastern boundaries. Soviet leaders, including Stalin, have long de- 
sired to win Germany for communism. If this aim could be achieved, 
Soviet fear of a war of revenge would be removed and Germany could 
be used as a base for the spread of Socialist doctrines over all of Europe 
and the world. Soviet propaganda is endeavoring to place war guilt 
upon Nazi leaders and to absolve the German workers, many of whom 
they hope to propagandize and use as a nucleus for the new anti- 
Hitlerite order in Germany. 

The “hard” peace at which Russia aims envisages severe punishment 
of all Germans found guilty of atrocities, and complete reparation for 
destruction wrought in Soviet territories by German arms. But the 
Russians do not contemplate destruction of the German nation, elimi- 
nation of its heavy industries, or the turning of German workers into 
serfs. They figure that socialist propaganda is always most readily 
accepted by industrial workers, and besides, Russia needs the output 
of German industry. 

Thus, if Stalin’s plans are realized, the nations of the Central- 
Eastern area, including Catholic Austria (which Russia hopes to bring 
into the Soviet orbit), will be forced to accept Red domination in place 
of that of Nazi Germany. Soviet suzerainty, however, will be, ac- 
cording to all indications, much more tolerant, more constructive, and 
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less oppressive than the German yoke. The Central-Eastern European 
peoples will be freer, within limits, to conduct their own affairs, live 
their own lives, and enjoy the fruits of their own labor. 

The basic background of this expansionist policy was Russia’s 
eternal search for security. Remembering the Allied anti-Russian 
policy after the First World War, the appeasement policy of the Cham- 
berlain era, and Munich, the Soviet Union is building a post-war 
Europe in which she will be safe against any aggression. Meanwhile, 
she is trying to ascertain whether the United Nations, represented 
primarily by the United States and Great Britain, will be able to create 
a post-war world in which the Soviet Union will wish to become a 
partner. 

In general, the Russians are showing a disposition to cooperate with 
the United States and Great Britain in the formation and maintenance 
of a world organization to maintain peace. Contrary to the pre- 
dictions of hostile critics, the Soviet delegation did not try to break up 
the United Nations Conference at San Francisco. On the contrary, 
despite considerable tension on various issues, the Russian Govern- 
ment made some rather notable concessions to assure the success of 
the Conference. The Soviet Union faces a long and staggering task 
of reconstruction. There is every indication that it sincerely desires 
peaceful and friendly relations with the other great powers. 

Russia and the United States 

The revival of the historic friendship between the United States and 
Russia symbolized by the Teheran and Yalta meetings (December, 
1943, and February, 1945) of President Roosevelt and Premier Stalin 
has led many Americans to hope that an enduring peace may arise 
on the basis of this accord. Although the political systems of the two 
countries have always been at opposite poles, a fact which has produced 
periods of dangerous ideological conflict, an appraisal of history never- 
theless reveals that the foreign pohcies of the two nations have run 
along parallel lines. Passing reference may be made to the similarities 
between the Russian and American peoples and to the respective con- 
tinental position of the two nations. 

But, more fundamentally, their interests have been very much the 
same and the threats to those interests have arisen from the same 
quarters. During the greater part of the nineteenth century, Russian 
aims coincided with those of an emergent America in opposition to 
Great Britain and in the desire to uphold the freedom of the seas. 
Common objectives of trade and commerce have also served to bring 
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about a ^^parallelism” in policy. Finally, the two powers have twice 
found themselves arrayed against a common enemy — Germany — in 
war. Little more than this can be inferred from the story of Russian- 
American relations; yet it is the history of a friendship based upon the 
realistic appraisal of each nation’s interests. Similar harmony may 
be expected in the future if equally realistic judgments are made, al- 
though responsibilites henceforth will be international rather than 
solely national in character. 
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Chapter XX 


FINLAND BETWEEN WORLD WAR I AND 
WORLD WAR II 


Developments from 1^18 to 1^22 

ALREADY noted in Chapter VI, Finland achieved independ- 
ence for the first time in history in 1918 when she was able to break 
away from Russian domination as a result of the Russian Revolution of 
1917. Although Finnish independence was assured for the moment, 
it was not at all certain that it could be maintained indefinitely with- 
out fighting. Finnish history had long been filled with conflicts with 
Russia, and in 1918 the chances were that new conflicts would arise. 

Early in the nineteen-twenties, there was some reason to hope that 
the new League of Nations and its peace machinery might supply the 
means by which such conflicts could be avoided. Later, however, 
that hope died. In 1921, when Finland appealed both to the Council 
of the League of Nations and to the Permanent Court of International 
Justice for support in her efforts to protect the Finnish people in 
Eastern Karelia, she learned that both institutions were impotent when 
it came to dealing with Soviet Russia. In the Russo-Finnish War of 
1939, the League’s condemnation of Russia was an empty gesture, and 
Finland knew that she would have to fight for her independence if 
she wished to, maintain it. 

In 1918, that independence was achieved only after bitter and bloody 
fighting against Red Finnish and Russian forces. The “Red Revolt,” 
as this struggle was called, was finally put down by the temporary 
government.^ Not until the fighting was over was it possible to set up 
a new constitution and to elect the first president. Professor K. J. 
Stalberg (1919-1925)..® 

The new government® had long and distinguished antecedents. 

^Hannula, J. O., op. cit., especially Chapter V. 

® For a list of Finnish presidents, sec Finland Yearbook^, op, cit,, pp. 60-63, 67, 73, 82. 

^Ihid., pp. 66-71. 
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The Constitution of 1919 embodied the main principles of an earlier 
governmental act adopted in 1906, which in turn found a precedent in 
the Act of 1808.^ The latter was adopted by the Diet of Bargo, in 
which Russia ratified the old Swedish system of government then in 
force in Finland. The Act of 1919 was further amplified in 1928 and 
in 1935. 

The new government, like its predecessors, was democratic and 
virile, for it continued to function without interruption through the 
two recent wars between Finland and Russia. In form it was a 
combination of the European and American systems. The president 
was chosen by an electoral college and was the chief executive to whom 
the cabinet was responsible. The Diet, on the other hand, was 
unicameral, possessed of full legislative responsibility, and had most 
of the powers of other European parliaments. Its acts were generally 
reviewed by a Grand Council of forty-five members. The judiciary 
was independent. 

The broadest principles of suffrage were observed and political 
parties had free opportunity to express themselves. Local government 
was centralized under provinces and the Department of the Interior. 

As the new government was being formed, basic principles were laid 
down by which future policies were to be guided. One of the early 
decisions concerned territorial expansion. As far back as the first 
rumblings of the independence movement, agitation had begun for 
a union of the Fenno-Baltic lands. The agitation became articulate 
at the time of the war for independence in 1918, especially in the 
area inhabited by the Karelian Citizens League, which had its head- 
quarters at Viborg. Such a union envisioned the creation of a Greater 
Finland ® by combining Finland, Eastern Karelia, Ingria, Kola, Es- 
tonia, and the Aland Islands into a single state. 

The thought behind this agitation was that the scattered Finnish 
people would thus be combined into a single logical unit. Many 
benefits would flow from such a union. Russia would be excluded 
from the Baltic and yet not suffer any infringement of her legitimate 
interests. The naval burden upon all of the small Baltic states would 
be lightened. A balance of power would be reached in the north, and 
the danger of Bolshevism would be removed from Europe. 

The majority of the Finnish leaders realized fully that, fascinating 
as these thoughts might be, they were hardly realistic. The Aland 
Islands alone remained with Finland. Estonia had been set up as an 

^Ihid,, Chapter VI. 

Greater Finland (Publication No. i, The Karelian Citizens League, Helsingfors, 1919) 
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independent state. The rest of the territory in question was retained 
by Russia, although she did promise Finland that she would respect 
the autonomy of the Eastern Karelian population, a promise she sub- 
sequently broke in Ingria and Porajarvi in 1921.® It became apparent 
that Finland could not embark upon a program of aggrandizement 
even if she wished to do so. So the agitation for a Greater Finland 
ceased and the government, which had never given the movement any 
encouragement, still stood for the retention of existing frontiers. The 
firm roots of this policy could be seen a generation later in 1941-1943, 
when Finnish troops were not permitted to cross the Svir River nor to 
attack besieged Leningrad. 

Three serious border problems challenged both regents, Pehr Svin- 
hufvud’^ and Gustav Mannerheim, later President Stalberg. These 
were the Aland Island question, the issue of Eastern Karelia, and rela- 
tions with Estonia.® 


The Aland Island Question 

These islands are an archipelago lying off the western shore of Fin- 
land. Their strategic importance was attested by the Treaty of Paris, 
ending the Crimean War, which forbade Russia to fortify the Aland 
Islands. The population is Swedish, although they are only a small 
part of the total Swedish population of Finland. It was this Swedish 
population which asked for a plebiscite during the turbulent days of 
1918, by which they hoped to signify their wish to be reunited with 
Sweden. There were indications that the Swedish Government might 
approve such a plebiscite. Finland, however, demonstrated that, al- 
though the Aland population was incontestibly Swedish, its wishes 
were not shared by the rest of the Swedish population of Finland, and 
that any plebiscite which might be held, in order to be just, should 
cover all the Swedish people in Finland. 

After considerable discussion and negotiation, in which aU the in- 
terested major powers except Russia participated, an international 
conference was called in October, 1921, to deal with the matter. Fin- 
land promised to respect certain guarantees of autonomy for the Aland 
peoples, in return for which she was given full possession of the Islands, 

®Kalijarvi, Thorstca V., “The Question of East Carelia,” American Journal of International 
Lati/j 18:1 (1924)1 pp. 93 ff. « 

For the most illuminating account, see Errki Raikkoncn, Svinhujvud, the Builder of Finland, 
An Adventure in Statecraft (London: Alan Wilmer, 1938). 

^The Greater Finland, op. At. 

^Kalijarvi, Contemporary Europe, op. At., p. 48^, 
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although she was not allowed to fortify them. A few years later the 
neutralization provision was lifted; but the rest of the terms were ob- 
served until the outbreak of war in 1939. 

Eastern Karelia 

The second problem had to do with the Finnish people who lived in 
the Russian provinces of Eastern Karelia, particularly in Ingria and 
Porajarvi, on the eastern and southeastern borders of Finland.^® 

There were very few Russians in this area. The people were Finnish 
in language, culture, and sentiment. They desired union with Finland 
and Finland wished to incorporate them into her territory. In 1918, 
due to the interference of British General Maynard and Rear Admiral 
Kemp, Finland and the peoples of the Eastern Karelian provinces were 
unable to effect a union. When the British intervention was lifted, 
Russia became less lenient about permitting border areas to break away 
and decided to retain possession of Eastern Karelia. As already stated, 
Russia promised to respect the autonomy of the people in the territory, 
but failed to do so. Finland appealed to the League and to the Per- 
manent Court of International Justice on behalf of the Karelian popula- 
tion, but was told in an advisory opinion of the Court that there was 
nothing the Court or the Council could do unless Russia permitted 
them to take jurisdiction. Russia refused to do this. 

The Estonian Question 

Less serious as an issue, but more challenging from the standpoint of 
policy, were Finnish relations with Estonia.^^ 

The question here was whether or not the two countries should 
merge into a single state. The people were of the same racial stock, 
and the agitation for a union of Finland and Estonia was expressed in 
deeds as well as in words. Thus, two regiments of Finnish volunteers 
aided Kostantin Pats to bring order to Estonia in the late winter of 1919. 
The question was disposed of by the Peace of Tartu, February 2, 1920, 
between Estonia and Russia, in which Estonia was recognized by Russia 
as an independent state. Indeed, the matter of union had been defi- 
nitely settled almost a year before in the Estonian Constitutional As- 
sembly of April, 1919, which decided that Estonia should follow her 
own national interests. 

^'^See reference in footnote 6. 

Greater Finland, op, cit., pp. 27-28. 
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Foreign Policies^^ 

These three border issues involved certain basic principles which 
went into the making of Finnish foreign policy. They showed that 
Finland believed in aiding her neighboring states, that she saw value in 
closer bonds with the rest of Scandinavia, and that she needed aid from 
other countries. 

Finnish foreign policies were shaping up in other ways as well. 
When France and Poland promoted a Baltic Entente, similar to the 
Little Entente, Finland was interested in it because it fitted the spirit 
and purpose of her own objectives. Finnish friendship for Germany 
was motivated first by appreciation for the part which German troops 
had played in freeing Finland from Russia; and second by the hope 
of finding an ally against the powerful eastern neighbor. 

Of all the countries in the world, Finland considered the United 
States to be her best friend. Not only had thousands of Finns come 
to the United States during the last century to escape Russian persecu- 
tions and become citizens of this country, but more recently the Hoover 
Relief Mission and American loans had proved to be real blessings. 
Many Finns who had lived in the United States had returned to the 
land of their birth and had brought with them an American influence, 
spreading it into all walks of life. Trade and travel opportunities 
beckoned, with the result that the closest relations between the United 
States and Finland were sought and developed. 

Finnish Russophobia needs no further elaboration, but there were 
certain added aspects of Finnish foreign policy which depended upon 
this feeling and attitude to some degree. For example, Finland was 
in danger of becoming involved in any war in which Russia might 
be engaged in Eastern Europe. 

A warm friendship with the United States could not suffice to keep 
Finland out of such a conflict. Therefore, she sought support in a 
closer union with her neighboring states; in the advocacy of collective 
security, particularly under the League and the Permanent Court of 
International Justice; and in the cultivation of international good will. 
Moreover, Finland looked to the West rather than to the East for her 
contacts. 


“Jackson, J. Hampden, Finland (London: George Allen and Unwin), 1938. 

“Dean, Vera M., European Powers Struggle Over Finland (New York: Foreign Policy Asso- 
ciation Bulledn, 1940), 19:21, 
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Developments jrom 1^22 to 

The period from 1918 to 1922 was devoted to laying the foundations 
for a life of national independence. The period from 1922 to 1939 
was filled with events which led to political and economic stability. 

When the Red forces were suppressed in Finland in 1918 and 1919, 
the Communists rapidly lost all power. In 1923 they had sunk so low 
as a political party that they were deprived of legal status. This decline 
was followed by efforts to revive the party which again aroused old 
fears of Russia and disturbed both President Lauri K. Relander ( 1925- 
1931) and the Diet.^^ 

The spark which touched off momentous events was an announce- 
ment in 1929 that the Communist Youth Movement was to be revived. 
The immediate and spontaneous reaction was a blast of protests from 
the pulpits, from the province of Lapua, and particularly from the 
farmers. The Diet wished to enact repressive measures, but the Social 
Democrats would not agree, thus preventing positive action. Premier 
Kallio resigned and Pehr Svinhufvud took the helm. The Diet was 
dissolved and elections were held. The Finnish people refused to sup- 
port either the Communists or those who wanted to take repressive 
measures against them. 

Not satisfied with this attitude, two of the anti-Communist leaders, 
Vihtori Kosola and Kurt Wallenius, organized a revolt with a view 
to seizing control of the government. The Lapua Movement, which 
they founded, was a great help to the Germans later. The revolt was 
short-lived and Finland survived the disturbance. There was to be 
no repetition of the bloody days of 1918 and 1919. Communism was a 
dead issue and the Finnish people did not fear its resurgence within 
their own ranks in the year 1930. 

How much of this disturbance could be attributed to underlying 
economic distress is difl&cult to say, but Finland was then experiencing 
(1928-1934) the same economic depression^® as the rest of the world. 
It ushered out President Relander and brought in President Pehr Svin- 
hufvud (1931-1937). 

Finland’s method of meeting the crisis was to establish a committee 
of experts, who recommended a series of restrictive measures in 1930. 
These measures included the abandonment of the gold standard, a re- 
duction in the standard of living, and certain restrictions on imports 

Finland Yearbook^, igs9^i^4o, p. 9. 
pp. 167-171. 
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and exports. The prescription worked, and the crisis came to an end 
in 1934. The Finnish economy was soundly based. 

But settlement of economic problems and the establishment of in- 
ternal political stability were not enough. The Finns also wanted pro- 
tection against dangers from abroad. The Lapua Movement, the 
deterioration of the system of collective security, and the rising might of 
Russia caused Finland to adopt a new Conscription Act on June 30, 
1932, under which every able-bodied Finn was obliged to serve at least 
350 days in the armed forces upon reaching the age of 21. The de- 
fense forces were defined by this act as consisting of the Civic Guard, 
the Frontier Guard, and the Coast Guard. 

Broad as was the scope of the act, it is significant that at no time be- 
tween 1935 and 1939 did expenditures for defense exceed those for edu- 
cation by any substantial amount. The act was designed solely for 
defense, as could be seen when Finland steered a course of careful 
neutrality between England and Germany after their agreement of 
1935. She might readily have cast her lot with either. 

Economic Growth, 79/9 to 7959 ^’^ 

During the generation between the achievement of independence and 
the first Russian War, Finland made substantial economic progress 
by developing her chief resources: timber, water power, and minerals. 

In agriculture, while the farm population did not increase appreci- 
ably, growth took place in tilled areas, cereal crops, hay, and potatoes. 
Cattle and dairy products expanded in quantity and quality. This was 
true particularly of butter and cheese. Pigs, grain, and cattle feed 
could also be added to the list. 

Transportation expanded. Both railways and shipping profited. 
Life and fire insurance swelled and many new industrial opportunities 
developed. The timber industry and the manufacture of plywood 
were enlarged. Sawmills increased, and half of their output was ex- 
ported. Marked growth also took place in pulp producing, cellulose 
making, paper manufacture, metal work, cement production, glass 
fabrication, brick making, cotton textiles, woollen cloth, and in nickel 
and iron output.^® 

Both exports and imports grew. Imports consisted chiefly of ma- 

pp. 72-76. 

^^Lindgren, Verncr, Twenty Years of Economic Reconstruction in Finland (Reprint from 
Unitas, Helsinki, Oy. Pohjoismaiden Yhdyspankki, 1939). 

^®See the very useful map, Finnish Trade Review, i and 2 (January-March, 1939), p. 5. The 
whole issue is useful. 
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chinery, foodstuffs, luxuries, and some raw materials. Exports were 
timber, butter, cheese, eggs, and foodstuffs. 

Financial conditions also improved. Finnish capital replaced much 
of the foreign capital invested in Finnish enterprises. Debts were re- 
duced, the exchange was bolstered, and venture capital was attracted 
to Finland. All in all, the twenty years of economic reconstruction 
after 1917 were of great benefit to the country, making it possible for 
Finland to survive the two disastrous wars of 1939 and 1941. 

The Recent' Wars with Russia^^ 

The following facts should be noted as an explanation of Finland’s 
relations with Germany and Russia before and during World War II. 
In January, 1918, a Red revolutionary government was formed in 
southern Finland, and a civil war ensued. The White Finns under 
General (later Field Marshal) Baron Carl Gustav Mannerheim, a 
Swedish-Finn, who had served in the Russian Imperial Army, defeated 
the Red Finns when the German expeditionary force under General von 
der Golz landed in Finland. Thereupon, the Finns elected the German 
Prince Friedrich Karl of Hesse as King of Finland, but Germany's de- 
feat in November, 1918, prevented him from taking possession of Fin- 
land’s throne. 

As a democratic republic Finland prospered — and had a very good 
reputation in America as the only country which paid her debts to the 
United States. In 1930, Parliament outlawed the Finnish Communist 
Party. 

In October, 1939, widi a view to strengthening her strategic position, 
the Soviet Government presented Finland with demands aiming 
at the establishment of Russian naval bases on Finnish islands in the 
Gulf of Finland and on the Finnish mainland at Hankd, the cession 
of the Arctic port of Petsamo and other frontier adjustments, and ad- 
ditional demands similar to those which the other Baltic states had been 
forced to accept. Finland refused part of these demands, feeling that 
there was little difference between defeat in war or the loss of inde- 
pendence and national identity by yielding to Russian demands. 

Russia invaded Finland and the Finns held the aggressors (as most of 
the world and the League of Nations branded the Russians) at bay 
from November 30, 1939, to March 12, 1940. But the fight was hope- 
lessly uneven and in the Treaty of Moscow new frontiers were fixed for 
Finland which deprived her of 10 to 12 per cent of her territory, includ- 

Chamberlin, William Henry, “The Tragic Case o£ Finland,” The American Mercury, 
August, 1944, pp. 7-15. 
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ing Viipuri, (Viborg), Kuusamo, Salla, and the Rybachi Peninsula. 
This area contained the Karelian Isthmus and the area freely granted 
to Finland by Russia in the Peace of Dorpat in 1920. In addition, Fin- 
land had to lease the strategic port of Hanko to Russia. Agriculture, 
fishing, forestry resources, mines, manufacturing establishments, power 
plants, and valuable harbors were included in the ceded areas."” 

Finland thereafter faced a terrific problem of reconstruction. She 
experienced increasing pressures and demands from Russia, which now 
began to interfere in Finnish local affairs and to make demands on 
Finland for additional concessions.^^ President Ryti, who had suc- 
ceeded President Kallio in 1940, found no respite from these Russian 
demands. He discovered that Russia’s peace pressures were almost as 
devastating as her war claims ; and it began to look as though the days 
of Finnish independence were numbered. 

. On June 22, 1941, after Germany attacked Russia, the latter began to 
bomb Finnish territory. On June 25, Russian forces openly attacked 
Finland.^" It should not be forgotten that Hitler had already pro- 
claimed to the world, in his speech announcing the beginning of hos- 
tilities with Russia, that Finland and Romania were his allies. More- 
over, German troops had been allowed to use Finnish transportation 
facilities to take up positions all along the Russian front.^® 

On June 26, Finland declared that a state of war existed with Russia 
and Finnish troops fought their way forward until they occupied the 
Karelian Isthmus and stood at the banks of the Svir River. The 
Hanko Peninsula was recaptured, and .during 1941 and 1942 it looked 
as though Finland might recover all of her lost lands. 

All through the conflict Finland insisted that she was fighting Russia 
only. However, under Russian pressure, England declared war upon 
Finland. As the tide of war changed and Russian victories followed 
in rapid sequence, the Finnish situation grew more and more serious. 
In 1943 and 1944, as the Russian forces rolled the Germans back, the 
United States sought to bring about peace between Finland and Russia. 
In the summer of 1944, Finland’s fate seemed sealed when tire Russians 
opened an offensive against her. Ribbentrop thereupon visited 
President Ryti and in July, 1944, secured from him a written assurance 
that the Finns would not withdraw from the war if the Germans sup- 

^The Finland Yearbook, i ^40-1^41, op. cit. 

‘'^Finland Repeals Her Secret Documents, Official Blue-White Book of Finland (New York: 
Wilfred Funk, 1941). The foreword summarizes the situation. 

'^Ibid, 

Russia had wrung a similar concession from Finland after the Peace of Moscow, by which 
her troops were permitted to use Finnish railways for military purposes. 
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plied them with troops and munitions. However, the Russian armies 
pushed the Germans to the Baltic and shut off the flow of weapons, so 
that Germany could not help Finland. 

In August, Field Marshall Baron Mannerheim was designated Presi- 
dent of Finland, replacing Ryti.^^ On September 19, 1944, the terms 
of the armistice between Finland and the United Nations were agreed 
upon. They restored the 1939 eastern border, but transferred to Russia 
the port of Petsamo and the nearby nickel mines, and required Finland 
to lease the Porkkala Peninsula to Russia for 50 years. Finland was 
also required to pay an indemnity of $300,000,000 (in goods) to Russia 
in six years, turn out the German troops, permit Russia to fortify the 
Aland Islands, turn over much of her shipping to Russia, and place 
herself under United Nations (Russian) control. These were hard 
terms, but the Finns made an earnest effort to fulfill them by interning 
the German troops who remained in Finland after September 15, 1944. 

Germany, however, refused to remove her soldiers and attacked the 
Island of Suusaari, whereupon Finnish troops were sent into action to 
rid the country of the German forces. In March, 1945, Finland de- 
clared war upon Germany. Events forced a definite change in Finnish 
foreign policy. Before the elections of March, 1945, it was announced 
that henceforth Finland’s policy must be one of friendship with Soviet 
Russia by whose consent Finland still remained a free state. The na- 
tional elections at that time reflected this basic change in Finland’s 
attitude. 

% 

Art, Science, Liter ature^^ 

Finland has a rich peasant culture, which is expressed in handicrafts 
of wood, gaily colored textiles and tapestries, folk poems, songs, prov- 
erbs, riddles, tales, and melodies. 

The national monument of Finnish literature is the famed Kalemla, 
collected and edited by Elias Ldnnrot. During the last century and a 
half, corresponding rather closely to the rise of Finnish nationalism, a 
substantial number of authors have appeared and left their contribu- 
tions. Among the more recent are such men as Aleksis Kivi, whose 
long novel, Seven Brothers, has left a deep impression on Finnish 
thought. Some others are Arvid Jarnefelt, a disciple of Tolstoi; }o- 

^Newswee\, 24:7 (August 14, 1944), pp. 50^52, for the correct fatts. See also Time, 44.7 
(August 14, 1944), p. 36, for the correct interpretation 

^For a summary, see Kalijarvi in Contemporary Europe, pp. 488 hf. For detailed treatments, 
see Konrad Hahm, Die Kunst in Finland (Berlin: Deutsche Kunstverlag, 1933); Hans Grell- 
man, Finnische Literatur (Breslau: Ferdinand Hirst, 1932); and Finland Yearbook., 7939-/940, 
op, cit. 
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hannes Linankoski, the author of the ballad Helhavirsia; Mika Waltari, 
a prolific writer; K. A. Tavastjerna, a lyric poet; Hjalmar Procope and 
Bertel Gripenberg, poets; and Runar Schildt, the pessimist. 

The Finnish press is active and numbers approximately 800 news- 
papers and periodicals. Like the press in most European countries cer- 
tain Finnish newspapers are identified with specific political parties. 
Thus, Vaasa is an. organ of the Coalition Party, Kaleva of the Progres- 
sive Party, IlhXa of the Agrarian Party, Kansan Lehti of the Social 
Democratic Party, and Vasabladet of the Swedish Party. 

Pictorial art has produced the paintings of Albert Edelfeldt, Akseli 
Gallen-Kallela, Eero Jarnefelt, Magnus Enckell, Juho Riisanen, and 
T. K. Sallinen; the sculpture of Vaino Aaltonen; and the wood carving 
of Hannes Autere. ’ 

Finnish music has achieved a great reputation and needs little com- 
ment except to mention that it has been built by the Finnish people and 
by such composers as Jean Sibelius, Armas Jarnefelt, Aare Merikanto, 
and Selim Palmgren. It includes chamber music, opera, tone poems, 
scenic sketches, symphonies, and vocal and instrumental compositions. 

There has also been a considerable advance in Finnish architecture. 
The excellent work of E. Saarinen and A. Lindgren, as typified in the 
railroad station in Helsinki and the National Museum Building, are 
world-famous. So are the works of L. Sonck and others. The arts and 
crafts should definitely be included in the list of major Finnish achieve- 
ments. 


Health, Welfare, and Social Service^^ 

Social welfare in Finland includes not only the care of the destitute, 
crippled children, and the mentally deficient; but it also covers care for 
waifs, strays, chronic inebriates, the blind, and needy seamen. These 
categories and others are covered in the present poor law, passed in 1922 
and known as the Poor Persons Assistance Act. This law went back 
for precedent to an act of 1879 and the precedent for the care of needy 
children was an act of 1852. Maternity aid was provided for in 1937. 

Medical care and health regulations fall under the supervision of a 
Medical Board. These deal with protection against infectious diseases, 
venereal diseases, and tuberculosis. Care for school children begins 
with the teaching of cleanliness. Voluntary health leagues and socie- 
ties are encouraged. 

In addition to these measures, a wide range of compulsory and sub- 
sidized social insurance is in vogue. The compulsory types include 


^®Laati, lisakki, Social Legislation and Activity in Finland (Helsinki, Oy. Suomen Kirja, 1939). 
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such items as workmen’s compensation insurance, unemployment com- 
pensation, insurance against industrial diseases, old age insurance, in- 
surance against motor vehicle accidents, and insurance of fishing gear. 
The voluntary kinds include the familiar annuity types with customary 
fire and life. Enlightened and effective laws govern insurance transac- 
tions. 

The Cooperative Movemenf' 

One of the principal means by which the Finnish people, individu- 
ally and collectively, made rapid economic progress in the generation 
following the First World War was through the aid of cooperatives. 
As in the other Scandinavian countries, the Finnish system of coopera- 
tives was extensive and effective. Finnish cooperatives really began 
with the Pellervo-Seura, founded by Hannes Gebhard in 1899. They 
now include stores with a central wholesale society (SOK or Consumer 
Wholesale Society), of dairies dealing in cattle, butter, cheese, and 
milk; slaughter houses; poultry growers’ societies; credit societies of the 
German Raiffeisen type; export cooperatives; and forest owners coop- 
eratives. 

Finland is a comparatively poor country and possesses limited capi- 
tal. Through cooperative effort, therefore, large classes of people have 
been able to profit in a way which would otherwise have been closed 
to them unless they had brought in extensive foreign capital. 

Women^^ 

No account of recent Finnish history can make a pretense at com- 
pleteness without a reference to the status of women. Finnish women 
for many years have enjoyed far greater freedom and rights than the 
women of any other country. In 1906 they acquired the right to vote 
and since that time have been extensively represented in the Diet. 

It is interesting that even with this greater freedom they prefer to 
serve in local communities, where they hold many positions of respon- 
sibility and trust. As far back as 1871 they attended Finnish universi- 
ties. They possess extensive organizations and for years have led in 
European activities for their sex. They have been particularly strong 
in the feminist movement, especially at the end of the last and the be- 
ginning of the present century. Political parties have their women’s 
onions. The greatest single woman’s organization, embracing many 

^ For a helpful discussion of this subject, see Henry H. Bakken, Cooperation to the Finnish 
'Madison, Wisconsin: Mimir, 1939). 

^ Status of Women in Finland in jgss (Helsinki: Liike ja virkanaisten liitto r. y. Julkaisu- 
^ublikation i, 1936). 
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sub-groups, is the Martha League. Perhaps the organization best 
known to the world at large, due to its activities during the two recent 
Russian wars, is the LottaSvard. 

Education^ 

The Finnish people possess an unusually high degree of literacy. 
This was due to the influence of the Church in a very substantial meas- 
ure. The beginnings of popular education can be traced back to the 
Reformation. In 1718 Gezelius the Younger reported extensive liter- 
acy as the result of an Act of 1686, which required that a person must 
be able to read in order to be admitted to Holy Communion. In the 
nineteenth century, public education was stimulated, and in 1866 
Cygnaeus drew up the basis for an elementary school system. 

When compulsory elementary school education was inaugurated in 
1937, it stimulated a rapid increase in both pupils and teachers. There 
had been a steady growth in both groups since 1918. As a result, a 
teachers’ college for elementary schools, serving both men and women, 
was founded in Jyvaskyla in 1934. At the time this school was estab- 
lished there were 1950 teachers and 59,778 pupils in the elementary 
schools of Finland. There are also a number of people’s colleges, 
workmen’s institutes, and correspondence schools under government 
supervision. 

Secondary school education was begun by the Catholic Church before 
the Reformation, and has since developed into three distinct types: (i) 
for boys, (2) for girls, and (3) co-educational. Teacher training is 
carried on in a special school. Most of these secondary schools have 
two programs: (i) the lycee course which leads to the University, and 
(2) a middle school course, which leads to trade schools. 

Vocational training is offered in forestry, commercial affairs, trade, 
wood-turning, the operation of sawmills, navigation, and several similar 
subjects. 

At the apex of the educational system are the universities, the State 
University at Helsinki and the two private ones at Turku. There are 
also a technical college, commercial colleges, and a sociological college. 

Outside the school system proper there are a large number of learned 
and scientific societies. Examples include Suomen Tiedeseura, Aca- 
demia Scientiarum Fennica, Historical Society of Finland, Swedish 
Literary Society, Finnish Society of Chemists, and the Society for 
Jurisprudence. 


^Finland Yearbook., igsg-ig40, op, cit., pp. 89 
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Finnish Nationalism^^ 

Over the centuries, the Finnish people have developed a strong in- 
dividuality and nationalism. Since independence was achieved in 
1918, this nationalism first took the form of making the Finnish lan- 
guage paramount over Swedish. Later it expressed itself in a power- 
ful and stubborn defense of Finland against invasion. How com- 
pletely language lines faded into the background at that time may be 
seen in the leadership of Mannerheim and Svinhufvud, for they were 
both members of the Swedish group. Recent Finnish nationalism is 
grounded in culture, language, and a fear of foreign powers. 

Conclusions 

Finland today has a high standard of literacy and culture, and social 
welfare measures are advanced. Her government is basically demo- 
cratic, as may readily be seen in the uninterrupted functioning of the 
Diet throughout the wars with Russia and in the Lapua crisis. In these 
matters, whatever the racial stock may be, Finland shares with Norway, 
Denmark, and Sweden a common Scandinavian heritage of thought, 
culture, politics, and social activity. 

Finland is desperately depressed economically and physically as a re- 
sult of five years of war. Her reconstruction problems are unusually 
severe. Furthermore, in international affairs she leads a precarious 
existence which can only find permanent improvement in a closer 
union with the other Scandinavian states or in a new system of collec- 
tive security of unprecedented effectiveness or in both of these com- 
bined. All of which means that Finland is a small country located in 
an unenviable strategic position in a world of power politics. 
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Chapter XXI 


THE BALTIC STATES (LITHUANIA, LATVIA, 
ESTONIA) FROM WORLD WAR I TO 
WORLD WAR II 


German Withdrawal 

"With die collapse of Tsarist Russia and the defeat of Germany 
in the First World War, the three Baltic states (Lithuania, Latvia, and 
Estonia) set out on their high road of independence. Not regarded at 
the outset in the light of Wilsonian principles of self-determination but 
rather as part of a “cordon sanitaire” directed against Russia, a rampart 
in the socio-political struggle betiveen West and East, the new nations 
were slowly recognized by the western powers. (The United States 
formally recognized the new Baltic order only in July, 1922.) 

When Germany denounced the Treaty of Brest Litovsk, her agree- 
ment with the Allies stipulated that the Germans would remain in the 
Baltic area until directed by the Allies to withdraw. German forces 
had occupied Lithuania in 1917 and Latvia and Estonia during 1917 
and February, 1918. Following the armistice of November ii, 1918, 
Germany began a gradual withdrawal of troops in the Baltic. As they 
departed, the Bolsheviks returned in an attempt to restore Russian rule. 
White Russians, aided by the Baltic Germans, organized counter- 
revolutions; German troops under von der Goltz returned and sought 
to recover power; and finally Russo-German freebooters of the 
Bermond-Avaloff-Verkolich forces raided the region. 

Peace and order were established only after bloody conflicts. With 
the sword and sacrifice, the Baltic lands were cleared of enemy forces 
both from within and without. Germany gave some help against the 
Russians in the beginning; but it was English naval support and French 
military might which finally strengthened the hand of existing authori- 
ties sufficiently to restore order. The German evacuation was ended 
late in 1919 under the supervision of an inter-allied mission. Lithuania 


A'TQ 
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made a formal peace with Russia in the Peace of Moscow, 1920 ; Estonia 
in the Peace of Tartu, 1920; and Latvia in the Peace of Riga, 1920.^ 

Lithuania ( / 920 -/ 959 f' 

After centuries of foreign rule, the Lithuanian Declaration of Inde- 
pendence placed responsibility upon the Taryba for setting up an inde- 
pendent government and the governmental machinery to operate it. 
The Allied and Associated Powers never evinced any inclination to re- 
establish the old Lithuanian state. It was the pressure of Lithuanians 
abroad, especially in the United States, which made independence pos- 
sible. A constitution (October, 1918) established a new government 
consisting of a national assembly, a president, a prime minister, and a 
cabinet. The strength of this new government was tested when its 
organization of sharpshooters {Shauliai) cleared the land of alien 
enemies. 

The Government was first quartered in Vilna, but, after a coup by the 
Polish General Zeligowski, it was moved to Kaunas. There in 1920 the 
Seimas, or constitutional assembly, ratified the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence and modified the Provisional Constitution. By August, 1922, 
the changes were complete, and the new Constitution was finally 
adopted. The Seimas became the supreme power. The Government 
was divided into the executive branch, including the President and the 
Cabinet, and the legislative, including the Seimas' and the judiciary. 
The form was originally democratic. 

In December, 1926, the Nationalist Party ended the democratic re- 
gime and established a dictatorship which overthrew the Constitution 
and set up Smetona as President and Voldermaras as Prime Minister. 
With the aid of his “Iron Wolf” supporters, Voldemaras drove all oppo- 
sition out of office and initiated a new Constitution on May 15, 1928. 
Although Voldemaras in turn was driven out in 1929, the Nationalist 
Party remained in power with Smetona at its head. The new Premier 
was Juozas Tubelis. In 1936, the Seimas was reduced in size and 
power. A new Constitution, promulgated on May 12, 1938, left the 
dictatorship unimpaired.® 

The new Lithuania had great difficulty in establishing normal condi- 
tions after 1920 because of differences which arose with Poland over the 

^ “The Baltic States,” The Contemporary ‘Review, CCCXXXIV (July, 1929), pp. 182-189. 
®Zadeikis, P., Introducing Lithuania (New York: Lithuaniaa Government, 1933), pp. 5-22; 
also J. J. Hertmanowicz, op. cit. 

® Joseph S. Roucck, Contemporary Europe (New York: D. Van Nostrand, 1941), pp. 438-444; 
Robert Machray, “The Baltic Pact, Vilna and Memel,” The Nineteenth Century, DCXCIX (May, 
i935)> pp. 583”596. 
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city and border area of Vilna (Vilnius).^ This region, where the Lith- 
uanians and the White Russians merge, lies on the eastern edge of 
Lithuania. The city of Vilna was the ancient capital and spiritual 
home of the Lithuanians, but during the centuries of Lithuanian union 
with Poland the population had become chiefly Polish. 

When the German and Russian armies withdrew from the eastern 
section of Lithuania in 1919, the boundary line with Russia was not 
established. Poland and Russia entered into a treaty at Riga in 1920, 
which transferred to Poland the part of Lithuania that included Vilna. 
But the Lithuanian Government had been in possession of the city of 
Vilna ever since the Russians had driven out the Poles in the summer 
of 1920. Conflict now broke out between the Poles and Lithuanians 
over this area, with the result that the League of Nations proposed a 
division of the territory between them by the so-called “Curzon Line,” 
This would have given the City of Vilna to Lithuania. Poland appar- 
ently acquiesced. As late as October 7, 1920, Poland signed the non- 
aggression pact of Suvalki with Lithuania, which confirmed a similar 
line. 

On October 9, 1920, evidendy under orders from Marshal Pilsudski, 
although he claimed to be operating as an independent leader, the Po- 
lish General Zeligowski invaded the territory and City of Vilna and 
seized it, presumably for himself but actually for Poland. Then fol- 
lowed a most complicated and unsuccessful series of negotiations in- 
volving the League of Nations, the Council, the Assembly, and all the 
other paraphernalia of peace. Zeligowski held' firm, and Poland re- 
fused to disclaim or to oust him. Thus Poland acquired Vilna and 
held it until the Second World War and the Fourth Polish Partition. 

Lithuania still considered herself to be at war with Poland, and this 
unsolved problem remained an obstacle to a peaceful Lithuanian for- 
eign policy for years. It disrupted Lithuanian internal relations and 
delayed reconstruction. The Polish aggression gave Poland a strip of 
territory running to the borders of Latvia, thus cutting Lithuania olf 
from her eastern neighbor, Russia. Lithuania, during her independent 
existence, never recognized the Polish seizure by any statement or ac- 
tion. In 1938, normal diplomatic relations between the two countries 
were re-established, but only because Lithuania had reason to believe 
that Poland would open hostilities unless she gave in.® 


*'The Vilna Question, Consultations (London; Hazell, Watson, and Viney, 1929); also J. J. 
Hertmanowicz, op. dt., Pt. I, pp. 11-20. 

® Eliot, George Fielding, “Baltic Bickerings,” Current History, XXXXVin:5 (May, 1938), 
pp. 36-38. 
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Mcmel ” was another cause of controversy. Memelland or Klaipeda 
(as the Lithuanians call it) is a strip of territory running nortliward 
from the Niemen River to the Port of Memel. In ancient times it had 
been inhabited by the same tribes as those living in Lithuania proper. 
Since 1410, it had been held by Germans with the exception of brief 
periods of warfare. When World War I came to an end and the new 
Lithuania was established, Memel was about the only outlet to the Bal- 
tic Sea available to Lithuania. In a vague set of agreements, the Allied 
and Associated Powers gave Lithuania reason to believe that she would 
be given the territory of Memel. As the discussion seemed intermi- 
nably protracted, Lithuania took a page out of Poland’s book and 
forced the issue by sending her own Budrys into Memelland on Janu- 
ary 10, 1923, to seize it for Lithuania as Zeligowski had seized Vilna 
for Poland. The move was eminently successful. 

In 1924, the Allied and Associated Powers recognized Lithuania’s 
sovereignty over the area and provided articles of autonomy for the 
people of Memel. The situation was impossible for both Lithuania and 
the Memellanders. Lithuania interpreted the promise of sovereignty 
as giving her a free hand to rule the land. The people of Memelland, 
though a mixture of Germans and Lithuanians, were predominantly in 
favor of German rule and wanted a rigid adherence to the provisions 
of autonomy. Germany, as she gathered strength, took the side of the 
local population. There could be little hope for an amicable solution 
as long as all sides remained firm in their respective positions. Finally, 
in 1939, Hitler took possession of Memel, eliminating Lithuania’s only 
seaport, over a quarter of her industry, three-quarters of her export 
trade, and almost three-quarters of her import trade. 

The economic development of Lithuania was greatly handicapped 
between the two world wars. She presumably set her house in order 
between 1918 and 1920, during which time she was ridding herself of 
Bolshevism. From 1920 to 1938 she was technically at war with Po- 
land with a large part of her productive manpower under arms. In 
1939, she was stripped of her only seaport and with it a substantial part 
of her economic life. 

In spite of these difficulties, economic progress was made. Agricul- 
ture,® which gave work to approximately three-quarters of the people, 

®Kalijarvi, Thorsten V., The Memel Statute (London: Robert Hale, Ltd., 1937). 

^ Contemporary Europe, op, cit.; Vogel, op, cit,, for this and other material as well. See E. J. 
Harrison, Lithuania, 1928 (London; Hazell, Watson, and Viney, 1928). 

®For a summary treatment of the economic problems of all these states in 1927, see Eugene 
Van Cleef, “Some Economic Problems in the Baltic Republics,” Geographical Review, XVII :3 
(July 1927), pp. 434-447- 
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expanded to even geater limits. Production increased in potatoes^ rye, 
oats, barley, wheat, peas, flax, hemp, horses, cattle, sheep, hogs, and 
poultry. In 1922 a Land Reform Law was enacted which divided the 
large landed estates into small parcels. This law was modified to some 
extent in 1927. Meanwhile, as elsewhere in Europe, the cooperative 
movement flourished. In 1920, there were only 253 cooperatives in 
all of Lithuania. By 1929, the number had increased to 2200. Con- 
sumer, credit, dairy farming, agricultural, and producers’ cooperative 
associations were particularly active. 

World War I had wiped out the humble industrial activities of Lithu- 
ania, but revival and new growth began immediately after the war. 
By 1929, eight thousand industrial plants employed 33,000 workers. 
They were chiefly of the food-producing types, including livestock rais- 
ing and slaughtering. Sawmills abounded. There were also clothing 
shops, metallurgical factories, and establishments for the production of 
matches, tobacco, liquor, soaps, leather, textiles, cement, and fertilizers. 
The peat industry grew and the electrification of the Niemen River was 
undertaken.*^ 

Commerce and trade more than doubled in the decade from 1920 to 
1930. Exports and imports were carried on chiefly with Germany and 
Great Britain; but also with Czechoslovakia, Latvia, Holland, Russia, 
and the United States. 

Loans increased fifteen-fold and deposits nine-fold between 1923 and 
1932. State finances were stabilized and increased. In short, Lithu- 
ania in one generation had not only gained her independence, but had 
become sound, solvent, and well established; a credit to herself and her 
people, entitled to live a free and independent life.^^ 

Independence gave the Lithuanians the opportunity for which they 
had longed — and longed all the more fiercely because it had been so 
persistently denied them. Education,^^ which had been choked off 
under imperialist Russia, was spurred on by freedom. By 1930, some 
2,656 elementary schools had been established. In addition there were 
90 high schools and 47 senior high schools (comparable to American 
senior high schools and junior colleges combined), ii teachers’ colleges, 
3 secretarial schools, 3 agricultural schools, and several other types. A 

®For the excellent Lithuanian condition in the midst of world-wide depression, see Monthly' 
Labour Review, XXXIV:4 (April, 1932), p. 808; for Latvia and Estonia, see pages ii, 53, 1179, 
and 1 1 81 of ibid. 

^‘^On this whole section, see Introducing Lithuania, op. cit.; also Ten Years of Lithuanian 
Economy, Report of the Chamber of Commerce, Industry, and Culture (Kaunas: Vilniaus, 1938). 

^Chapter VII; also Alvin C. Eichholz, The Baltic States, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, A 
Short Review of Resources, Industry, Finance and Trade (Washington, Trade Information Bul- 
letin, 1928), 569; K. Masilianus, “Education in Lithuania,” School Life, XXIV:6 (March, 1939), 
pp. 171-175* 
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new state university was set up at Kaunas to take the place of the Vilna 
school of ancient lineage and fame. 

Literature flourished, as has been indicated in Chapter VIL One 
hundred and twelve newspapers were published, including the Lietupos 
Aidas, Lietupos Zinios, Rytas, Musu Rytojus, and Trimitas. 

Cultural organizations included an opera house, ballet, and art so- 
cieties. A school of music, a theater, a museum, and libraries were 
among the excellent products of post-war Lithuanian activities. 

Sports and athletics gained a large following and athletic organiza- 
tions sprang up everywhere. Wrestlers, gymnasts, football players, 
and other specialized sports enthusiasts formed their own associations. 
Trap and rifle shooters, hunters, and fishers also banded together. 

One of the finest tributes to the value of the freedom for mankind 
was the tremendous achievement of Lithuania during her brief revival 
as an independent state. The Lithuanian people both at home and 
abroad combined to build an enlightened modern state which, despite 
troubled foreign relations, was able to create a government, to improve 
economic conditions, to develop educational and cultural institutions, 
and to expand foreign trade. It was an excellent record, for the task 
of reconstructing ruined cities and communications was prodigious.^^ 

The pressure of Communism from one side and National Socialism 
from the other was a constant menace. Promises had been given by 
both Russia and Germany to respect Lithuanian independence and 
territorial integrity. In spite of these promises, Lithuania was to ex- 
perience another tragedy in her long history of misfortune 

Latvia 

Latvia, after gaining her independence, adopted a coat of arms, re- 
sumed the use of her ancient flag, and undertook agrarian reforms in 
1920. Her new government, set up in 1922, consisted of a single-cham- 
ber legislature, a president, and an independent judiciary. Perhaps the 
greatest weakness of this government was a system of proportional rep- 
resentation which permitted any seven citizens to form a party and any 
hundred citizens to nominate a candidate for a district. The result was 
a Seima, or Legislature, with about twenty different parties and with 
constant confusion of policies and governmental objectives.^^ 

^ Some o£ the spirit can be caught from the excellent and authoritative statement of P. Zadeikis 
in '‘An Aspect of the Lithuanian Record of Independence,” The Annals, CCXXXII (March, 
1944), pp. 49-51. For a diametrically opposite view and one which is deeply prejudiced, border- 
ing on an apologia for the Soviets, see Gregory Meiksins, The Baltic Riddle (New York: Fischer, 

1943)- 

Pollock, James K., “The Constitution of Latvia,’* American BoUtical Science Review, XVII 13 
(August, 1923), pp. 446-448. 
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This weakness caused the development of nationalist party move- 
ments and set a social democratic movement against them. As far 
back as 1918 the Civil Guards or AizsargP’* had been organized into a 
powerful military society, upon which the nationalist groups gradually 
came to depend for support The Nationalists by 1927 had also devel- 
oped a society known as Pehr Kon^fusts. The Social Democrats an- 
swered these moves by organizing a Workers Sporting Club, an armed 
and uniformed organization. It was the aim and purpose of the Social 
Democrats to choke off any possible usurpation of the government by 
the Nationalists. The strife between die two groups increased in inten- 
sity and tempo until drastic action was required if violence was to be 
avoided. 

The decision was taken on May 15, 1934, when Premier Ulmanis, the 
leader of the Peasant Union, dissolved the Seima, forbade party activi- 
ties, prohibited strikes and lockouts, and proclaimed martial law. The 
support of the Aizsargi made this possible and also enabled Ulmanis to 
have himself elected President in 1936, when President Kresis finished 
his term of ofl&ce. This Government continued itself in power by 
emergency decrees until 1938. In that year it made the temporary 
arrangement permanent by the “Law of Defense of the State.” 

The new government placed all executive and legislative power in 
the hands of the President and the Cabinet. A State Council was or- 
ganized in addition to the Seima, and this Council embodied the boards 
of the National Chambers, which were organized on the old guild lines 
of agriculture, industry, commerce, artisans, labor, professions, and the 
arts. The State Council was actually composed of the Economic Coun- 
cil and the State Cultural Council. The Economic Council met for the 
first time in January, 1938, while the State Cultural Council, consisting 
of the Chamber of Art and Literature and the Chamber of Professions, 
was established on May 5, 1938. Special emphasis was given to educa- 
tion, cooperative enterprises, and economic planning. 

While domestic political conditions were disturbed, progress was 
made in foreign relations’'® which justified all Latvian claims to inde- 
pendence. Latvia entered into treaties with scores of states and settled 
her frontiers with Lithuania and her other neighbors during the early 
1920's. Like all other small states, she became a loyal and enthusiastic 
supporter of the whole system of collective security, including the 


^^See Contemporary Europe, supra cit,, p. 441; “Two More Little Hitlers,” 'New Republic, 
LXXIX:ioi6 (May 30, 1934), pp. 60-62. 

’^Bilmanis, Alfred, “Free Latvia in Free Europe,” The Annals, CCXXXII (March, 1944), 
PP* 43 '4^; also Alfred Bihlmans, Lama in the Maying, jgiS-igaS (Riga: Riga Times, 1928). 
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League of Nations, the Permanent Court of International Justice, and 
the International Labor Office. This included arbitration and all 
forms of pacific settlement of international disputes. She entered into 
the Baltic Union, but found that she had much more in common with 
Estonia than with the other states. In 1921, Latvia and Estonia entered 
into a treaty of alliance and in November, 1923, they augmented it with 
a military convention. In 1934, they enlarged this agreement to cover 
representation of the two countries by a single delegate at international 
conferences and conventions. On November 3, 1934, the so-called 
“Treaty of Good Understanding and Cooperation” capped the whole 
structure of close mutual relations with Estonia. 

Latvia’s general development during her independence^® was marked 
by a policy of leniency toward minorities, which were permitted to set 
up special schools under a law passed in 1919. In 1929, the Celmins 
ministry even went so far as to grant a subsidy for the erection of a 
German war memorial, which caused a cabinet crisis. After 1934, 
however, the Nationalist Government tended to be less lenient with 
minorities than its predecessors. 

Like her neighbors, Latvia liquidated the large pre-war landed es- 
tates early in her period of independence. These lands were then di- 
vided among small holders, being sold or leased to them on reasonable 
terms. No compensation was paid for the land taken and the original 
owners were allowed to retain only between 125 and 250 acres of their 
former property. Also like her neighbors, Latvia took over the forests 
and declared them to be state property. 

In agriculture, schools were set up, machinery was introduced to re- 
place manpower, stock was bred and blooded, seeds were developed, 
cereal growing was expanded, dairy products were carefully inspected, 
and government participation was encouraged in every branch. The 
government took a benevolent attitude towards all agricultural develop- 
ment, and rapid strides were made toward placing the country on a 
self-sufficient basis so far as food supply was concerned.^’’ 

Lumber, pulp, plywood, and match industries were encouraged. A 
large government dam for water power was constructed at Kegums. 
Trade relations improved. The Latvian merchant marine consisted of 
about 200,000 tons of shipping in 1939. 

Religious instruction was carried on in the schools, each denomina- 
tion being entitled to special instruction if there were ten or more chil- 

Offutt, Milton, “Latvia’s Ten Years of Independence,” Current History, XXIX:4 (January, 
1929), pp. 700-701. 

^^For the effect of the depression on Latvia, see “Wages and Cost of Living in Latvia, 1930 
to 1937/’ Monthly Labour Review, XLV:i. (July, 1937), pp. 204-207. 



THE BALTIC STATES 


478 

dren of its faith in the school. Latvian illiteracy fell from 25.7 per cent 
in 1920 to 7.91 per cent in 1935, showing that the educational program 
had been remarkably successful.^® Compulsory education in the ele- 
mentary schools and an excellent system of secondary schools and voca- 
tional schools were largely responsible for these favorable figures. 
Progress was made in the arts and cultural subjects under the stimulus 
of independence, which expanded national individuality. A number 
of Catholics in the Latgallian province were covered by a concordat 
between the Vatican and Latvia dated May, 1922. 

Estonia^ 

The development of Estonia followed much the same pattern as that 
of Lithuania and Latvia. A period of reorganization began immedi- 
ately after gaining independence. A government was established and 
given legal form in the constitution of June 15, 1920.^® It provided for 
a president, a state assembly, and an independent judiciary. The con 
stitution was particularly noteworthy for its long list of “Fundamenta 1 
Rights of Estonian Citizens.” Another section, “On the People,” also 
contained further rights, as did other sections of the same instrument. 
In fact, the whole constitution was built around the people. 

Contrary to the treaty of peace with Estonia, the Soviet Government 
harbored Communist leaders and their newspaper, which featured con- 
stant propaganda for the return of their party to Estonia. In 1924, they 
organized an open revolt in the capital of Tallinn; but the government 
was able to suppress the rebels and to maintain order. In spite of this 
agitation and in spite of other difficulties, Estonia achieved economic 
prosperity and was remarkably free from unemployment at the time 
the rest of the world was going through the great depression. The 
Estonian budget remained balanced at all times.^^ 

New to independent existence and freedom of government, the Es- 
tonians had their first taste of a governmental upheaval in 1931. A 
group of ex-servicemen, known as the “Liberators,” sought a stronger 
executive and wished to bring about a change in the method of voting, 
since the preferential list system did not satisfy their objectives. As in 

^®Kronhns, Jams, “The Latvian Schools and Their Attainments,” School Life, XXI V:9 (June, 
I939)» PP- 266-269. 

Pullerits, Albert, Estonia, op. ciu, for the best general treatment. 

^Sec the Constitution of the Estonian Republic, published by the Baltic Review (London: 
no date). 

^Kaiv, Johannes, “Esthonian Nationalism,” The Annals, 232 (March, 1944), pp. 39-42. See, 
for example, the wage rates for 1927 and 1938 in Monthly Labour Review, XXXIX 23 (Septem- 
ber, 1934), pp. 733''7345 Joseph S. Roucek, “Constitutional Changes in Estonia,” American Politi- 
cal Science Review, XXX *.3 (June, 1936), pp. 556-558. 
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the case of the Fehr Konkrusts in Latvia, they ran into direct conflict 
with the Social Democrats, who wanted no executive. The issue was 
debated at considerable length without being presented to the people, 
during which time tire Agrarians sought to compromise the conflict. 
Finally, in 1933, the issue was placed before the people, who elected by 
an overwhelming majority to follow the lead of the Liberators by 
strengthening the executive. A new constitution was adopted and 
Konstantin Pats assumed the presidency. 

In January, 1934, the victory of the Liberators was made complete by 
another overwhelming victory in the municipal elections. Shortly 
thereafter, however, they were turned out of office when President Pats, 
following in the footsteps of Smetona and Ulmanis, seized complete 
power and made General Laidoner Commander-in-Chief of the Army. 
The reason for this act was the fear that the Liberators were turning to 
German National Socialism, and President Pats stated that he was tak- 
ing “democracy into safe keeping.” The rule he set up was benevo- 
lent. Labor continued to possess the right to strike and the people suf- 
fered few restrictions. The most significant change was the cessation 
of all political activities except on the part of the government.^® In 
1938, a new Constitution legalized the new form of government. It 
was looked upon in some quarters as a return to democracy, and in 
others as merely legalizing the dictatorship. 

Much of what has been said about Latvia applies equally to Estonian 
foreign relations.®^ This little country supported collective security, 
meticulously observed its international compacts, settled its disputes 
amicably, and combined these policies with a studied neutrality in con- 
flicts which in any way affected her. Like Latvia, Estonia granted 
favorable treatment to Russian trade, although here as in Latvia the 
Russians made little use of the privilege. On the whole, Estonia ac- 
quired an excellent reputation as an independent state. 

Estonia’s record for generous treatment of minorities within her 
boundaries is unexcelled. In 1925, a Law of Cultural Autonomy per- 
mitted any minority of more than 3,000 people to set up its own coun- 
cil for the control of educational, culmral, and charitable matters. 
Jews and Germans took advantage of this privilege. 


^Thompson, Ralph, “Estonia Rejects Dictatorship,’’ Current History, XLIV:i (April, 1936), 
PP; 97-98. 

^Kaiv, op. cit. See also Contemporary Europe, op. cit., pp. 440-441, The ignorant or 
Machiavellian criticism of Estonia’s dictatorship as Fascist is contradicted by the calm statement 
that it was an “authoritative government” directed against Fascism. Sec The Literary Digest, 
CXXrii (September 14, 1935), p. 17, 

®^Kaiv, op. cit. 



THE BALTIC STATES 


480 

Land reforms were similar to those in Latvia and Lithuania. Educa- 
tion, too, followed the same beneficial course as in Latvia. Agricul- 
tural reforms and governmental paternalism with regard to agricul- 
tural development were the same as in Latvia. Estonia also made 
substantial industrial progress, setting up a sound economic life for 
her people. 

Estonia has one especially valuable resource — oil shale, which is re- 
fined and produces gasoline and lubricating oil. She also has impor- 
tant paper and pulp mills, cement industries, and phosphate deposits 
for fertilizer. Naturally these are small compared with larger re- 
sources or enterprises in neighboring lands. They were, however, suffi- 
ciently significant to give Estonia a valid base for economic develop- 
ment. Music, literature, and arts all flourished.^® 

Baltic Confederation 

All three of the small Baltic countries realized at the outset of their 
independence how relatively weak they were in a world of power poli- 
tics. The Allied and Associated Powers also realized it, as did Poland. 
In August, 1920, at a time when the treaties of peace were being signed 
with Russia and a period of stability was beginning, five states — Fin- 
land, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Poland — met at Riga to see if it 
would be possible to establish a confederation. This conference was 
followed by several others until about 1925.^“ 

The conference in 1920 not only examined military and naval possi- 
bilities, but attention was also given to a common currency, united 
trade policies and programs, unified systems of exchange, and measures 
aimed to bring the states closer together. 

Unfortunately, little came of these moves. There were several good 
reasons for this. The languages of these peoples were not alike, al- 
though much of their history dovetailed. Their social and political 
problems were much alike, especially because of their centuries of ex- 
perience with Russia, but they were at different stages of development 
and culture. Moreover, Finland, as noted in Chapter VI, decided that 
her main historic, geographical, and cultural interests were tied with 
those of the Scandinavian states. Lithuania and Poland were at logger- 
heads over the problem of Vilna. Lithuania was predominantly agri- 

^ Pullcrits, op. cit.; some travel literature is also available. Especially useful are Visit Esthonia 
and Tallinn; E. R. Saiv, “Esthonia After Twenty Years,” The Fortnightly, CXLIII (March, 1938) 
PP* 343-349; Peter Alexander Speek, “Education in Esthonia,” XXIV:7 (April, 1939), pp. 20^- 
209. 

Bowman, Isaiah, op. cit., pp. 442-443; Piip, Antonius, “The Baltic States as a Regional 
Unity,” The Jtnnals, CLXVIII (July, 1923), pp. 171-177. 
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cultural and could do little to change its status. Estonia and Latvia 
did more to cultivate industry. Lithuania also had a special problem 
in Memel, first with the Allied and Associated Powers and later with 
Germany. In short, a common background to force these states into 
a confederation of defense was lacking. While the pattern for a con- 
federation could be found, as could that of an entente in the experience 
of the nations to the south, it was not acceptable to the Baltic peoples. 

In retrospect, it is doubtful that a confederation would have had the 
least effect on events from 1939 on. The attacks of Russia and Ger- 
many on Poland and Finland would undoubtedly have been dupli- 
cated by similar attacks on the three Baltic republics if they had at- 
tempted any resistance. 

Submergence in Russia and Germany 

Having traced the history of Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia from the 
earliest times through their independence, it is apparent that their his- 
tories merge at times and then separate. Even during the generation of 
iudependence between the two world wars, they followed much the 
same course. All three began with liberal constitutions. All three 
passed through a decade of republicanism during which their consti- 
mtions were found lacking in one respect or another. All three experi- 
enced the assumption of supreme power by a president who remained 
in office and changed the constitution. In each case, the president was 
encouraged to do this by a group of nationalists organized into a party 
in opposition to the Social Democrats. These assumptions of power 
have sometimes been described as the establishment of dictatorships on 
the Fascist model. This sort of generalization is hard to substantiate 
without a preliminary definition of the meaning of Fascism. But, 
Fascist or not, all three countries developed economically and raised the 
standards of living of their people. All three reduced illiteracy, fos- 
tered the arts and sciences, and experienced the thrill of national 

• 27 

existence. 

As they had prospered together, so they also suffered together in re- 
newed tragedy. In March, 1938, Poland forced Lithuania to yield on 
the question of Vilna and to re-establish normal diplomatic relations. 
On March 22, 1939, Lithuania was forced to yield Memel to Germany 
for a compensation of $120,000,000 in machinery and equipment and 
the free use of the port. Non-aggression pacts were signed between 

®^Kaiv, op. cit.; Zadekis, op. cit.; Bilmanis, op. cit.; Bowman, op. cit.; Vogel, op. cit.; and 
Meiksins, op. cit. 
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Germany and Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia. Incidentally, all three 
countries had similar non-aggression treaties with Russia.^® 

Then, as the Second World War approached and the Allies and 
Germany jockeyed for Russian support, the Germans outmaneuvered 
the British and French. On August 23, 1939, the Russo-German 
Treaty was signed, which gave Hitler security to move against Poland 
in September, 1939. This was the chance that Russia had long awaited. 
In addition to sharing in the partition of Poland, she invited the three 
Baltic states to send delegations to Moscow and there instructed them 
that there were “pressing problems” to discuss. The discussions were 
simple demands for garrison rights and transportation facilities and the 
cession of strategically important territory. In return, Russia “per- 
mitted” these countries to continue their independence and to retain 
their own arrnies while Russia supplied those armies with materials at 
favorable rates. Lithuania was given Vilna, which Russia had just 
obtained in the Polish partitiom 

The shadow of things to come was cast by the German exodus from 
the Baltic. In October, 1939, Germany signed agreements with Es- 
tonia and Latvia providing for the movement of all Germans from 
those two Baltic states. The transfer of property and the relocation of 
populations were covered, most of the migrants being settled in East 
Prussia.^® Such a movement of people could only presage one of two 
things. Either the Germans were moving out to give the Russians a 
completely free held, or the people were being moved because conflict 
was anticipated. The chances were that the first was the reason in this 
case. 

■ The Russian garrisons moved in without much disturbance. Then 
in May, 1940, Russia complained to Lithuania that Russian soldiers had 
been waylaid and beaten. In June, Russia demanded that Lithuania 
reconstitute her government so that it would be more friendly to Rus- 
sia, also that Russia be granted additional privileges. Russia likewise 
accused Lithuania of entering into a military alliance with the other 
Baltic states directed solely at Russia. Lithuania was helpless. She 
was taken over by a new form of Machiavellian imperialism. 

The same thing occurred in Latvia and Estonia. Smetona fled to 
Kdnigsberg, but Ulmanis and Pats remained in their own countries, 

'®Machray, Robert, “Baltic Trends,” The Fortnightly, CXLV:i (June, 1939), pp. 73-81. 

^“La Transfert des populations,” UEsprit international, XIV (April 1940), pp. 163-186; “The 
Baltic States Without Germans,” The 'Nineteenth Century, DCCLVIII (April 1940), pp. 434- 
439; Rolf Gardiner, “German Eastward Policy and the Baltic States,” Contemporary Review, 
GXLV (March 1934)* PP* 
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where only members of the Working People’s Bloc were permitted to 
vote in the elections of July, 1939. 

Undoubtedly this rim of states was essential to Russia for strategic 
and military purposes when she went in and took them. The charges 
Russia made against them were typical power politics pretexts for ag- 
gression. Mass arrests followed the Russian assumption of control and 
thousands were deported from all three countries. The “set-up” elec- 
tions were interpreted by Russia as requests to join the Soviet Union 
and in August, 1940, the three countries were “accepted” by the Soviet 
Supreme Council as the fourteenth, fifteenth, and sixteenth Soviet re- 
publics. Sovietization began at once. The advances of the past gen- 
eration were wiped out and the nationalization of banks, property, and 
agriculture began.®® 

The new governments set up under the Russian aegis were headed 
by Premier Gedvilas in Lithuania, Professor Kirchensteins in Latvia, 
and Dr. Vares in Estonia. The Communist Party, which had been 
illegal in all three countries for twenty years, came out into the open 
and seized power. Communists were released from jail and glorified.®’ 

Collaboration with the new Soviet master differed in the three coun- 
tries. Cooperation was slowest to develop in Lithuania. It was easier 
to secure in Latvia and Estonia. Social Democrats and the more radi- 
cal intelligentsia were converted into Communists as the states became 
Soviet Socialist republics. They adopted the Soviet form of political 
organization. The ministries were not particularly changed as to 
form, but were drastically altered in purpose and methods. 

Industry and agriculture were completely reorganized. Much prop- 
erty and many economic enterprises were nationalized. The system of 
free enterprise and the right of the individual to carry on his own eco- 
nomic activities were abolished. Owners of land were prevented from 
disposing of their property freely. State-owned tractor and agricul- 
tural machinery stations were established. Small farms were amal- 
gamated into collective farms (kolkhozy) and State farms (sovkhozy). 
In short, the whole economic set-up of the Baltic states was subjected 
to sweeping changes. 

But the Russians were not permitted to bring their sovietization to a 
conclusion at this time. Barely nine months had elapsed after they took 

The Russians took over control of all means of communication and, by imposing tlie strict- 
est censorship, prevented any news of activities from reaching the outside world. For a similar 
statement to the above, see Bilmanis, op. cit., p. 47. 

^^Meiksins, op. cit,, pp. 118-119. His Chapter IX should be offset by the more mature and 
balanced treatment in Bilmanis, op. cit. 
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over control in the Baltic when the German conquest swept into the area 
and reached Riga and Tallinn in July, 1941. The Russians had killed 
thousands and deported thousands to Siberia to forced labor camps. 
The new German rule over the three countries, which were organized 
into the German province of Ostland,®^ was also harsh, resulting in the 
killing of more of the people and the deportation of additional thousands 
to Germany to work in German factories. Both Russians and Ger- 
mans enlisted citizens of the Baltic states in their armed forces. 

Ostland was the area covered by the three Baltic states and White 
Russia. The territory was governed by a German Commissioner re- 
sponsible to the German Minister for Occupied Territory. H. Lohse 
was appointed to that post on July 17, 1941, and during the rest of that 
year he issued the orders on which German rule rested until it was 
replaced by the returning Russians. Each of the states constituted one 
of four administrative districts widi its own individual commissioner. 

Late in July, the Commissioner for the Ostland called upon the peo- 
ple to place their resources at his disposal for the restoration of order 
and employment. This was followed by the announcement that the 
Commissioner had taken over all executive power without any inten- 
tion of interfering with the military authorities. In this same order 
he announced that he was taking over all property “of the U.S.S.R., of 
the states forming part of it, and of bodies corporate, associations, and 
unions, including all claims, shares, rights and interests of all 
kinds . . .” Shortly thereafter this order was followed by the an- 
nouncement that private ownership, taken away by the Russians, would 
be restored. In order to do this, the property actually belonging to the 
Soviet Union would be confiscated. All property had to be registered 
with an administrator. A system was established for the handling of 
confiscated property. New German companies were given special 
privileges and were responsible only to the Commissioner. 

Sovietized urban property was confiscated. Business undertakings 
had to have the approval of the Commissioner before they became bind- 
ing if they pertained to real estate, farming, insurance, or a number of 
other undertakings. Organizations were set up to enforce these meas- 
ures. An Economic Chamber for Ostland was created. Other organ- 
izations were established to take over the Soviet associations, particu- 
larly those which dealt with producing and marketing. 


^ Ail excellent treatment of this whole subject will be found in the International Labour Re- 
view, XLIX:2 (February, 1944), pp. lyi-ipo. 

^ “The Baltic Republics and White Russia Under German Occupation, 1941-1942,“ Interna- 
tional Labour Review, XLIX:2 (February, 1944), p. 173. 
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Handicrafts, retail trade, and small private enterprises were encour- 
aged. Their promotion was attempted through handicraftsmen’s un- 
ions, which regulated the price of the articles as well as the methods of 
their production. In many ways this represented a return to the old 
guild economy. A license was required for such undertakings as well 
as for any small industry, which was described as one that employed 
twenty people or less. Wherever these enterprises had been national- 
ized by the Russians, they were to be handed over to their original 
owners in return for the payment of the current cost. 

As far as possible, the Germans cancelled the changes made in the 
agriculture of the Baltic republics by Russia between 1940 and 1941. 
Wherever the Soviet state had held possession of farms, the Germans 
took over. An order of September 13, 1941, attempted regulation of 
both the small farms and the large collective farms. Holdings de- 
tached from large private farms by the Russians were returned to the 
original holding, and the occupiers were regarded as tenant farmers. 
Administrators were appointed for the abandoned lands. Instead of 
changing the state farms and the tractor stations they were simply 
transferred to German possession. The whole agricultural organiza- 
tion and its administration was placed under the Ostland Land Man- 
agement Association, which managed, operated, and improved the 
state farms. Wages for agricultural workers were regulated, and so 
was marketing. 

Needless to say the whole population was subjected to rationing. 
Labor was recruited for work in Osdand and laborers were required 
to register. Employment cards were issued. In the latter part of 1942, 
labor was made compulsory in agriculture for inhabitants between the 
ages of 18 and 45. This order applied to the Ostland area proper. 
Price and wage controls were set up and organizations were established 
to deal with the wage tax, fines imposed on the worker by the em- 
ployer, hours of work, and rights of association and assembly. 

The old Estonian, Latvian, and Lithuanian insurance societies,®^ 
which were about to be replaced by the Soviet insurance system, came 
to an end with German rule. Old-age pensions and disability insur- 
ance were doubled. War workers were favorably treated. And, as 
everywhere under Nazi rule, no payments could be made to “Jews and 
Bolsheviks.” 

In the summer of 1944, the Russians began the drives which eventu- 

“Compulsory Accident Insurance in Lithuania,” Monthly Labour Review, XLIII (Novem- 
ber, 1936), pp. 1146-1148; “Sickness and Accident Insurance for Workers in Esthonia,” Ibid., 
XXXn:6 (June, 1931), pp. 77-81; “Old Age, Invalidity, and Survivors Insurance for Profes- 
sional Workers in Estonia,” Ibid., XLI:i (July, 1935)* PP* 4i"42. 
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ally carried them to the Baltic Sea, and the Baltic states once again 
came under Soviet control. Fighting went on in this area until the 
spring of 1945. As sections of all three countries were restored to Rus- 
sian dominance, the process of communization, interrupted in 1941, 
was completed. Censorship blotted out all except scraps of occasional 
news, and what did leak out revealed that the Baltic peoples were once 
more undergoing political changes, peaceful wherever possible, but 
under compulsion when peaceful methods would not suffice. 

The Future 

Thus, in a span of less than thirty years, Lithuania, Latvia, and Es- 
tonia have been successively the subjects of Russia; free and independ- 
ent democracies; dictatorships; the conquered territory of Russia; the 
conquered territory of Germany; and again the reconquered territory 
of Russia. They have experienced revolution, warfare, upheavals in 
their basic economies and social structures, violent changes in political 
systems, mass deportations and killings, forced labor, and other hard- 
ships. The terrific toll in life, resources, raw materials, equipment, and 
institutions cannot even be approximately estimated. 

Nationalization and the confiscation of private property, the sapping 
of the strength of independent political institutions, the loss of cultural 
and intellectual advances, and the limitations on freedom have changed 
these states completely. It seems futile to assess the problem in terms 
of who may or may not be to blame. German and Russian assertions 
about the benevolence of their respective rules can hardly be sustained 
by an objective study of the facts. 

After all, Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia sought only independence 
and freedom.®® They did not wish Russian or German rule. But it is 
hardly likely that considerations of power politics and Russian ambi- 
tions will permit them any restoration of freedom except as defined by 
Marx and the Bolshevik philosophy. 

Although the United States has refused, up to the time of writing, to 
acknowledge the Russian acquisition, and has allowed the diplomatic 
representatives of the Baltic states to remain in Washington, Stalin is 
evidently determined to assure the most strategically advantageous 
boundaries for Russia. Great Britain answered Russia’s request for the 
recognition of the Soviet acquisitions by explaining that it was impos- 
sible for Britain to recognize territorial changes until after the war. 
By the summer of 1945, it was apparent that there was very little chance 

Life, XXXin:24 (June 12, 1939), pp. 21 and 22, for a statement made in the coolness of 
objectivity. 
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of modifying Moscow’s decision to keep the Baltic states as part of the 
Soviet Union. 
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X HE Balkan states after World War I consisted of Romania, Yugo- 
slavia, Bulgaria, Albania, and Greece. The new political boundaries 
undoubtedly left fewer people separated from their fellow-countrymen 
by national frontiers than before. But there were still permanent mi- 
nority groups throughout the Balkans whose continuous agitation did 
much to disturb the political atmosphere of the region; This was espe- 
cially true when the Great Powers utilized the dissatisfaction of these 
minorities as a weapon in the constant game of power politics. 

Balkan history is not easily understood by the Westerner, for it is 
personal to a degree that the Anglo-Saxon mind can never grasp. 
Balkan politics is first and foremost a contest among personalities. The 
royal courts, backed by their armies, ruled their respective countries in 
much the same way as former Turkish pashas. That is why the court 
camarillas and the army played such a preponderant role in the internal 
political struggles of all these countries between the two World Wars. 

As a result, power in the Balkans has tended to remain concentrated 
in the hands of dominant minorities, while the majorities became in- 
creasingly self-conscious and aggressive in their political demands. 
These majority groups consisted of peasants, a growing middle class, in- 
dustrial and agricultural workers, and national minorities. But they 
failed to become effectively mobilized, since personalities are more 
important in Balkan politics than mass movements expressed in terms 
of parties. Political parties were often mere loose associations grouped 
around personal leaders. Generally, they lacked coherent programs 
and spent their greatest efforts in arousing the rampant nationalism of 
the masses to a high pitch. 

This is in part explained by the lack of organization and of a clearly 
defined ideology which is usually associated with an agricultural so- 
ciety. Geographical isolation, with its inevitable corollary of suspicion, 
also played a part. No explanation could be complete, however, with- 
out taking into consideration the fact that even the most enlightened 
of the Balkan states are only now emerging from the traditions of feu- 
dalism. It is true that the Balkan constitutions provided for parlia- 
mentary democracy, but this was mostly window-dressing. The bor- 
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rowed forms of democracy had no real background in the political 
evolution of the Balkans. 

The personal character of Balkan politics is intensified by the fact 
that officialdom fights bitterly to retain its position against the hazards 
of political change. There is an excess of people qualified for admin- 
istrative work. The Balkan governments were founded by educated 
nationals who were, in the early years of self-rule, completely absorbed 
by governmental bureaus. Within a few post-war years, the bureauc- 
racy was overgrown, the peasant was resentful, and there was a con- 
sequent tribalization of political groups into warring bureaucratic 
wings anxious to retain or, obtain the only middle-class anchorage — 
the office of fonctionnaire. 

Underneath the whole system of the Balkans is the peasant — ^paying 
heavy taxes, groaning under weighty burdens, but carrying on. He 
has suffered and been imposed upon for so many centuries that hfe has 
even forgotten his occasional bloody revolutions of the past and has 
kept going in the post-war years without audible protest — although the 
Romanian National Peasant Party made a vain bid for enduring politi- 
cal power. The important fact remains that — although the proportion 
of the agricultural groups ranges from 60 to 90 per cent in die Balkans 
— the political make-up of the Balkan states failed to mirror the social 
structure. Only in Romania did the National Peasant Party have a 
chance to rule briefly in the thirties. Otherwise the states were actu- 
ally run by the town and city intelligentsia, merchants, small indus- 
trialists, and bankers. 

The political contests among these privileged groups were very bit- 
ter and frequently assumed the aspects of minor wars, especially during 
elections. The spoils system presented its worst features in the Balkans. 
This system utilized parliament as a sort of appendage to impress out- 
siders and the populace with its theoretical democratic practices. In 
actual application, the system nearly always featured a monopoly of 
political power by one party, headed by the ruler. 

However, a definite distinction between the dictatorial system in the 
Balkans and those in Russia, Germany, and Italy should be noted. In 
the latter countries, totalitarian regimes were openly supported by a 
political ideology which gave full endorsement to the Communist, 
Nazi, Fascist doctrines, respectively. In the Balkans, the ideology theo- 
retically supported democratic principles as expressed in constitutional 
cliches and proclamations. 

The basic social divisions agitating post-war Balkan politics were, 
consequently, hard to discern. The forces of agrarianism and of the 
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towns were most glaringly in opposition in Romania and Bulgaria. In 
Albania, a small group of intelligentsia and the new bourgeoisie were 
trying to get the upper hand over the landowners. In Greece, the 
monarchistic-republican issue was complicated by the dividing line ruri- 
ing between the forces of the more aggressive refugees and the inhabi- 
tants of the old Greece. In Yugoslavia, the forces of decentralization 
and tribalism were opposed to the domination of Belgrade, headed by 
the Serbs. 

World War II gave birth to liberal movements throughout the Bal- 
kans which seriously disturbed the peace of mind of kings and politi- 
cians who hoped to re-establish the old regimes in their respective 
countries after the war. It appeared by 1945 that the peoples of the 
Balkans (with the possible exception of Romania) were staunchly re- 
publican and vehemently opposed to royalty. They were aiming for 
governments that would try to raise the standard of living of workers 
and peasants rather than of the royal cliques. Many Balkan spokes- 
men believed that it was imperative to establish new governments, 
totally different from those that ruled their respective countries before 
the invasion by Hitler’s armies and “tourists.” 

All of the conflicting forces described above operated within the 
framework of Europe’s power politics. Behind the moves of Balkan 
foreign ministers there always was the heavy hand of a Great Power 
interested in shifting slightly, for its own benefit, the precarious bal- 
ance upon which the fragile structure of Balkan peace was built. 

Post-war Balkan history can be divided into four definite periods. 
The first, lasting from the “great parade” to the rise of Hitler’s Reith, 
was characterized by the efforts of Italy to replace French and British 
influence in the Balkans — a region then seething with enmities among 
its states. The second permd witnessed the struggle between centripe- 
tal schemes for Danubian cooperation with Franco-British encourage- 
ment. The third was formally inaugurated by the Munich Pact of 
October i, 1938, which confirmed the ascendancy of Germany’s re- 
newed Drang nach Osten, the retreat of the Western democracies in the 
Balkans, and the forceful extension of German supremacy foreshad- 
owed in the second period. The fourth period brought Russian domi- 
nation in place of German. 

Hitler’s conquest of the Balkans was bound to be only temporary. 
Although the authoritarian regimes of the Balkans were but precursors 
of Hitler’s rule, Nazi overlordship only increased the instability of the 
area. Both Nazis and Fascists deepened existing antagonisms by play- 
ing one faction against another, by favoring one nation at the expense 
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of its neighbors. The results of this policy were widespread sabotage, 
guerrilla warfare, and mass executions. Russia’s dramatic return to 
the Balkans in 1944 indicated the broadening of Soviet influence in 
southeastern Europe. This new variation of Pan-Slavism was inaugu- 
rated by Moscow’s support of the guerrilla forces of Marshal Tito. 

The original Pan-Slav idea — the possibility of uniting all Slavs under 
the leadership of the greatest Slav nation, Russia — obtained a foothold 
in the Balkans during the later days of the Ottoman Empire. Russia 
employed it first as a weapon against Turkey and then against Austria- 
Hungary and Germany. Balkan Slavs have traditionally looked to 
Russia as the mother state. During the last century, Pan-Slavism 
helped — when it suited the Tsars — to obtain the liberation of the Slavs 
from Turkish rule. Even today, many Serb peasants believe that im- 
perial Russia collapsed after her entrance in the last war to save Serbia 
and to free the Croats, Slovenes, and Bosnians from Viennese domina- 
tion. 

Sentiment has always been overbalanced by logic in the analysis of 
Pan-Slavism. This is made clear when we remember that Pan-Slavism 
did not prevent two wars between the Serbs and Bulgarians since 1912, 
Czech seizure of Tesin from the Poles after World War I, and the 
Polish recapture of Tesm after Munich, the anti-Russian policies of 
the Bulgars, the antagonism of the Yugoslav royal family to Commu- 
nist Russia, and the traditional hostility between Poles and Russians. 
But by 1945 Russia had returned to the Balkans as the determining 
factor. While Greece remained under British influence, Russia’s word 
was final everywhere else in the Balkans. 
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ROMANIA (1918-1945) 


Geopolitical Situation 

-A-FTER World War I, Romania was a Latin island almost sur- 
rounded by Slavic and Magyar seas. Here East and West intermin- 
gled; Byzantine and Gothic, minaret and cross, stood side by side. 
Romania sheltered alike the Transylvanian shepherd with his ten-foot 
horn and the Bucharest boyar with his aristocratic palace. 

But Romania’s new possessions gave her trouble because of the in- 
evitaUe minprity problems. Out of Romania’s 19 million people, 
about 4.5 million were, natio nal m inorities: 1.4 million Hungarians (in 
Transylvania); 800,000 Germ ans (mostly in Transylvania); 400,000 
Bulgars (in the Dobrudja), 300,000 Russians (in Bessarabia) ; 200,000 
Turks and Tartars (in the Dobrudja) ; and 900,000 jews scattered all 
over the country. These minorities were a constant source of friction 
and bad feeling. The Romanians endeavored to absorb the foreigners 
by attempting to wipe out all traces of their origins. The minorities 
charged that they were oppressed. The neighboring states (particu- 
larly Hungary) were incensed and hoped to regain their losses. And 
Russia, while she agreed not to go to war over Bessarabia, did not recog- 
nize Romania’s claim to the territory. 

There were al so religiou s divisions. The national Church of Ro- 
mania is the .Or&odox ChurcH^but freedom of worship was recognized 
by the constitution. In 1938 there were about 13,200,000 member s of 
the O rthodox Churc^; 1,426,800 Greek Orthodox; 1,200,000 Roman 
Catholics; 720,000 ReformTsts; 400,000 Lutherans; 75,000 Unitarians; 
1,500,000 Jews; 260,000 Moslems; and 140, 000 others. 

Economic Factors 

The econornic wealth of, Romania rests chiefly on agriculture — and 
oil. She had to pay for this wealth when Hitler started driving for 
world conquest, for Romania could satisfy the most pressing hungers 
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of Nazi Germany — wheat for the stomachs of its people and oil to run 
its machines. Romania, with one-sixth of the population of Germany, 
produced almost as much wheat, both on the fertile plateau of Transyl- 
vania and on the black soil of Old Romania. 

The country produced far more oil and natural gas than all the rest 
of non-Soviet Euro pe combined, though three-quarters_of it was wasted 
by poor management. The oil bubbled out of the ground east and west 
of Ploesti on the southern side of the Transylvanian Alps, right in front 
of the Preded Pass. And Romania also had coal, iron , lead, z inc , 
cojpper, mercury, bauxite, aluminum, antimony, gold, silver, salt, and 
graphite. It has only lately begun the long process of learning how 
to exploit these assets. 

Romania was and still is overwhelmingly a backward agricultural 
country trying hard to learn about machinery. Almc«t 8o per cent of 
the population were peasants. The majority of them lived on small 
holdings^ producing no more than the bare minimum necessary for 
existence. Before the agrarian reform (1919-1921), 42 per cent of the 
cultivable land belonged to large estates (about_250 acres or more) 
and 58 per cent to small farms. After the reform, the former“percent- 
age topped to ii.27and the latter increased to 88.8. But the peasants 
had to borrow money at interest rates ranging from 30 to 50 per cent 
to buy seed and tools. The agricultural per capita debt became the 
highest in the world. 

In addition to other assets, Romania also had vast forests. The coun- 
try underwent rather extensive industrialization — but suffered from 
lack of credit and the extremely low purchasing power of the people. 
Moreover, the transportation system was insufficient to take care of the 
needs of the sprawling kingdom. 

Social Conditions 

It is impossible to understand Romania (or the rest of the Balkans) 
without remembering that Turkey ruled the whole region up to a cen- 
tury ago. Many bad habits hang on. Until after World War I, ver- 
min infested even the big hotels. Tips {ba\sheesh) were necessary to 
get a locomotive engineer to drive his train, a station master to let it 
go through. Statesmen were also known as pickpockets. A fairly 
respectable profession (particularly in fashion during Hitler’s time) 
was that of iissassim But in the twenty years after the war, Romania 
cleaned herself up considerably. 

The most important .move was to hand out ne^ly 90 per cent of 
Romania’s farm land to the peasants. Much of this was taken from 
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Hungarian and Tsarist aristocrats and from the Catholic Church, 
whose properties Romania had received in the peace treaties. The 
superior civilization of the Hungarian peoples west of the mountains 
was a de-Balkanizing influence for Romania after 1918. Finally, 
Romanian oil attracted capital from Britain, France, and Italy, as well 
as America, and Romanian oil and wheat bought great quantities of 
machinery from Germany. 

But by the end of the second decade of Romania’s independence, all 
this civilizing took an unfortunate turn. After the war, the govern- 
ment filled the higher schools with peasant boys on free scholarships. 
The great majority of them grew up to be violent reactionaries and 
joined a fascist, anti-Semitic organization called the Iron Guard. 

Cultural Development 

In the twenty years after the war, Romania made considerable strides 
in cultural advancement, based on a rich cultural background. 

The origin of the Romanian language dates back as far as the fourth 
century and was in general use among the population in the ninth cen- 
tury. The first printing office was founded by Lutheran Saxons in 
Transylvania. The first Romanian book was a catechism printed in 
1544 in Sibiu in Cyrillic letters, followed by another one in Cluj. The 
first complete translation of the New Testament appeared in Alba- 
Julia in 1648. 

By the end of the seventeendi century,^Romanian had become the 
authorized language of the Church. After 1727, Romanian was also 
recognized as the language of die law-courts. In Moldavia and Wal- 
lachia, the theater played an important role in promoting the use of the 
language as a means of rallying the new generation against the tyranny 
of a Greek court. 

The development of Romanian intellectual life can be traced in the 
history of its literature. The chroniclers Miron Costin, Ion Neculce, 
and Dimitrie Cantemir, who recorded the histor / of the Princes and 
Principalities, were followed at the end of the eighteendi and the be- 
ginning of the nineteenth centuries by a phalanx of philologists and 
historians who strove to bring out the Latin origins of the Romanian 
language and people. Then came the classic authors, who sought to 
enrich the written language with neo-Latin elements or with the beauti- 
ful products of folklore. However, it was only after it had passed 
through Titu Maiqrescu’s sieve of severe criticism that Romanian litera- 
ture gave forth its triple blossom of genius — the poetry of Mihai 
Eminescu, the prose of Ion Creanga, and the drama of I. Caragiale. 
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Painting went through a similar evolutionary process. Under the 
influence of the West, painting was freed from ecclesiastical art (Theo- 
dor Aman, Tatarascu, and Andreescu) in the nineteenth century. It 
drew inspiration from the Barbizon school and brought out the pic- 
turesqueness of the Romanian landscape (N. Grigorescu) ; and it fath- 
omed the depth of the Romanian soul and the Romanian love of colors 
(Luchian). Peasant art and customs have always enchanted all stu- 
dents of Romania’s life. Enesco’s Romanian symphonies are world- 
famous and have been heard more and more in America in recent years. 

Political Forces 

After 1918, still another turbulent stream entered the maelstrom of 
strife: the rivalry between “new province” Romanians and “old king- 
dom” Romanians. Before the First World War, Romania was an 
L-shaped land of 50,715 square miles. The peace treaties rounded it 
out into a circle of 122,282 square miles, making it the largest of 
Europe's small countries. 

The Romanians in the western province (Transylvania), even 
though they had been kept in an inferior posidon by Hungarians, Ger- 
mans, and Jews, considered themselves “European” and felt superior to 
the “Balkan” Romanians from the old kingdom with their “Byzantine 
culture.” However, practically all political power was retained by “old 
kingdom” men and the capital is the “old kingdom” city of Bucharest. 
The “new” Romanians felt a bitter enmity against the “old” Romani- 
ans, which gave rise to regional friction such as once existed between 
the northern and southern parts of the United States. 

The minority question cursed Romania not only nationalistically but 
also socially. Foreigners dominated most of its cities and controlled 
many of its financial, mercantile, and industrial enterprises. Most of 
these foreigners were intellectually superior to the Romanians and 
lorded it over them. They were cultured, wealthy, and dominant — 
whereas the Romanians were ignorant, poor, and dominated. In most 
of the country, the Romanians were peasants or shepherds, wearing 
hand-woven clothes, with their long, flowing shirts outside their trou- 
sers. They had no white collars or shiny shoes. They lived in villages 
or on the outskirts of towns and were- not allowed to penetrate into 
urban centers. Very few attended the universities— and even fewer 
held high positions. 

In 1918, political power passed into the hands of the Romanians, but 
foreigners still retained economic and financial dominance. Business, 
banks, and factories were controlled to a large extent by non-Roma- 
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nians. In every single new-province city, the Romanians were in a 
minority. The best houses were inhabited by people of other national- 
ities. Most of the local press was printed in foreign languages. The 
Romanians were still considered inferior in large parts of dreir own 
country. 

All this helped to arouse intense Romanian hatred of foreigners and 
especially of Jews. The Jews owned, controlled, and wrote a large part 
of the newspapers. They managed many of the theaters. They con- 
ducted much of the country’s business and once owned most of the 
banks. They were the innkeepers and moneylenders in a number of 
the villages. They used to fill the universities and occupied leading 
places in all the professions. Being diligent and capable, they got 
ahead, so they appeared to be rich in the midst of wretchedly poor 
Romanians. Most young Romanians could not rise in the over-filled 
professions and imagined it was the foreigners, especially the Jews, who 
blocked their path. The reaction developed into a terrific nationalistic 
and anti-Semitic torrent. 

The early post-war period saw a slow change in the strained relations' 
between the peasant and urban classes. The franchise introduced th^ 
town politician into the village, and increased trading activities brought 
the peasant into frequent contact with urban communities. A growing 
group of the young intelligentsia became sincerely interested in rural 
life and stressed the national importance of the Romanian village. 

The agrarian reform of 1919-21 and the agitation of the National 
Peasant Party started to change the mentality of the peasant. This 
party took the place vacated by the Liberals on the Left of Romanian 
politics, becoming the chief democratic element in the nation. Dr., 
Juliu Maniu became its leader. The National Peasant organization 
developed its agrarian ideology in juxtaposition to the mercantilism of 
the Liberals. It advocated parliamentary democracy; cooperative or- 
ganization of peasant economy in production, marketing, and credit; 
subordination of industry to the interests of agriculture; and cooperative 
education of the peasant. Firmly entrenched in the villages, the party 
was the chief opponent of fascism and other forms of authoritarianism 
in Romania. 

These, therefore, were the forces in Romania’s political whirlpool. 
The wretched, illiterate masses opposed a rich and favored elite; peas- 
ants opposed city-dwellers; the long-frustrated natives opposed for- 
eigners who had dominated them; and adroit, experienced “Balkan” 
Romanians lorded it over the softer and more pretentious “European” 
Romanians. 
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Trends in Political Fortunes 

When World War I ended, the Liberals, headed by the Bratianu 
family, rode on the wave of popular acclaim and royal approval. Ion 
I. C. Bratianu (1864-1927) and Vintila I. C. Br atianu (1867-1930), the 
sons of tlie “Grand Old Man,” controlled the Liberal Party, which re- 
placed the Conservatives in power. They represented entrenched ur- 
ban wealth and the “educated” minority, and they protected financial, 
industrial, and commercial interests. The party opposed foreign dom- 
ination of Romanian financial and commercial enterprise, as well as 
oil concessions to foreign companies. It advocated the so-called “royal 
parliamentarianism” typical of the Balkan states — monarchic authority 
within the framework of a parliamentary system, with the king as a 
governor, not as a mere conciliator. In and out of the government, the 
Bratianus gave the orders and “made” the elections. Ion Bratianu 
pushed through the constitution of 1923, which was theoretically very 
democratic, and forced the abdication of Cro wn Prince Carol, who 
threatened to dispense with him once he came to power. 

But gradually the Liberals lost their grip. The strain of growing 
economic and financial c^fEculties forced Ion Bratianu to resign in 
1926. A year later King Ferdinand died — and four months later Bra- 
tianu was also carried to his grave. His brother Vintila headed the 
reconstructed government under the Regency. But the strength of the 
Liberal Party had passed with King Ferdinand and Ion Bratianu. In 
November, 1928, Maniu’s National Peasant Party came into power. 

Temporarily this shifted the center of political gravity from the Right 
to the Left, from mercantilism to the peasantry. Romania had the first 
peasant government in her history. Within a few weeks, press censor- 
ship and the state of siege were abolished; anti-Semitic riots were 
stopped; and the political, administrative, and financial systems began 
to be reorganized. Tendencies of centralization gave way to revived 
local autonomy, and the minorities were treated more liberally. The 
elections of December, 1928, were free and fair. 

But Maniu lasted only two years. His intention of building a new 
democratic political and economic structure collided head-on with the 
heritage left by the Liberals. The bureaucracy boycotted the new cabi- 
net. The public was sharply critical of the higher tax rate. The 
world-wide agricultural crisis forced Maniu to temporize — and to re- 
patriate Carol, who had been living in exile with his Magda Lupescu. 
Maniu engineered the repatriation as a preventive measure against the 
restoration of the Liberals under Vintila Bratianu, Carol’s foe. 
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King Carol 

In June, ^30,. Carol returned to Bucharest by airplane to displace his 
little son, King Michael. With the help of Nicholas, his brother and 
one of the regents, and with the support of the army and Maniu’s ad- 
herents, Carol had the parliament confer the title of Prince of Alba- 
Julia on his son and proclaimed himself King Carol II. 

When Maniu insisted that Carol keep his promise to make up with 
his wife, Helen, and to terminate the Lupescu affair, Carol got tired of 
his moralizing Premier and thereafter started replacing Premiers in 
quick succession. Carol deliberately promoted political instability in 
order to create the impression that the “old” political parties, led by 
“old stagers,” were incapable of government. For example, there were 
eight cabinet crises between 1930 and 1933. The eighth cabinet was 
presided over by I. G. Duca, who was assassinated by three student 
members of the Iron Guard. 

At first, Carol was received with joy by his longsuffering people. 
They looked upon him as a leader who would establish justice, punish 
grafters, and enable all Romanians to prosper. Naturally, Carol could 
not make such dreams come true, even if he had been a perfect ruler, 
which he was not. Carol’s reign was marked by personal domination. 
He allowed no one to share mastery with him. For a while he pre- 
served the forms of parliamentarianism, but he used them as an instru- 
ment to increase his personal authority. As soon as he found himself 
unable to dictate the popular suffrage, he abolished the constitution. 

Carol’s personal domination seemed ail the more obnoxious to many 
because it appeared to be exercised through a small group of court 
favorites, of which Madame Lupescu was a leading member. She 
came to be a symbol of autocratic royal power; an emblem of frustra- 
tion of the popular will. 

Popular dissatisfaction was expressed through four main channels. 
First was the National Peasant Party, led by the honest, fearless ex- 
Premier Juliu Maniu, a “new province” Romanian devoted to democ- 
racy. Next came the fanatical, terroristic fascist party called “All for 
the Fadaerland.” It was led by a fiery, revolutionary, ruthless youth 
called Captain Corneliu Zelea Codreanu, and was made up of desperate 
boys and girls determined at all costs to make Romania over. This 
dynamic popular force in Romania enjoyed the allegiance of most stu- 
dents, many young officers, and many young priests. It was terribly in 
earnest and stopped at nothing. Third came a branch of the Liberal 
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Party, led by George Bratianu, a member of Romania’s most famous 
political dynasty. The fourth group was the violently anti-Semitic 
National Christian Party led by a poet, Octavian Goga, and a professor, 
Constantine Cuza. 

After the end of 1933, Carol governed Romania through his able 
personal representative, George Tatarescu, and the Liberal Party, of 
which Tatarescu was the secretary. The cabinet, the parliament, and 
the party faithfully carried out the king’s wishes and all went well — 
for them — ^until their term of office expired in the winter of 1937, after 
which new elections were held. For the first time in all Romanian 
history, the people voted out a government on December 20, 1937. The 
king’s personal regime received less than 38 per cent of the votes. The 
masses, defying coercion and intimidation, broke all precedents, vio- 
lated all traditions, and defeated a government at the polls. 

In order to gain time to work out a new plan, Carol temporarily 
placed power in the hands of the rabid anti-Semitic agitator, Octavian 
Goga. When everything was ready, he restored the old Liberal cabinet 
with a few alterations and under the nominal leadership of the P atri- 
arcii_Miron Ctistea^ Since the people had once voted this cabinet oiit, 
the king could keep it in power only by disfranchising the people. He 
did this by abolishing the old constitution, placing the country under 
military control, and asking the nation to accept a new constitution by 
open voting. 

The fake plebiscite held on this constitution ran true to fascist form. 
All parties were banned and parliament was abolished. The king 
was a dictator in form as in fact, and the regime which had evoked 
unprecedented popular opposition was continued. 

King Carol meant business as a dictator. He got tired of the agita- 
tion of the Iron Guard. Thousands of Iron Guard followers were ar- 
rested. Codreanu was suddenly hauled before a court martial and was 
sentenced to ten years’ penal servitude on May 19, 1938. All other 
parties felt the heavy royal hand. 

In this three-sided contest for power between the king, Nazism (sup- 
ported by Hitler), and the adherents of parliamentary democracy, Carol 
had the upper hand for a while. The world was surprised but little 
shocked to learn, on November 30, 1938, of the sudden demise of 
Codreanu and 13 of his closest associates in the Iron Guard, all con- 
victed murderers. On the way to a judicial investigation, the trucks 
carrying the prisoners, according to the official report, were ambushed 
by Iron Guard sympathizers in a densely wooded section of the road. 
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The guards^ instructed to shoot, used machine guns to mow down the 
convicts because they were “trying to escape.” The police thereafter 
continued their merciless drive against the terrorist Iron Guard. 

Meanwhile the king, acting through a newly organized National 
Renascence Front, proceeded to a wholesale reorganization of many 
key departments of the nation’s life. The first corporative parliament 
under the new constitution was chosen on June i, 1939, and assembled 
on June 7. The powers of parliament were limited to the examination 
of bills submitted to it by the cabinet, which was directly responsible 
to the king. But strong democratic and underground fascist and com- 
munist movements continued to agitate for Carol’s overthrow. The 
Iron Guard struck at Carol again on September 21, 1939, amid the con- 
fusion caused by the collapse of Polish resistance to the joint German- 
Soviet attack and the flight of thousands of Polish refugees across the 
Romanian border. Six Iron Guard members assassinated Premier 
Armand Calinescu in Bucharest as a prelude to a country-wide uprising, 
instigated from Berlin. The government exacted terrible reprisals. 

As soon as France fell in June, 1940, King Carol, who had changed 
his mind in the preceding months about as fast as he changed uniforms, 
decided the time had come to cast his lot with Germany. He scrapped 
his “Party, of National Rebirth” in favor of a new “Party of the Nation,” 
which the Iron Guard was invited to join. Carol even announced that 
“officials responsible for killing Iron Guardists in recent years will be 
punished.” The king hoped that conciliation of the pro-German 
Guard would win him Hitler’s favor. 

Then there was the trouble with Russia over Bessarabia. In 1940, 
Stalin was pushing his frontier to the west against the day of inevitable 
war with Germany. Carol decided to become a warm public admirer 
of Hitler, in the hope that the Fuehrer might scare Stalin away. 

The Propaganda Ministry lost its head completely. Its incoherent 
attempts to reassure the people reached a climax in the following story, 
circulated throughout the country: 

“Rumanian citizens will remember that in the last war the Russians, then our Allies, guzzled 
all the liquor they could get their hands on. Rumanians will remember that Russian drunken- 
ness brought them several defeats Informed quarters in Bucharest revealed today that the 
General Staiff has moved big stocks of cheap brandy and vodka into the frontier regions. It is 
certain that Russian troops, if they come in, will repeat their performance of the last war and 
will be totally unable to function because of drunkenness.^ 

The panicky government had to give up Bessarabia to Russia in July, 
1940. Northern Bukovina was engulfed at the same time, although the 


^Parker, Robert, Headquarters Budapest (New York: Farrar & Rinehart, 1944), p. 225. 
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territory had formerly belonged to Austria-Hungary. As the German 
octopus tightened its tentacles on the country, in August, 1940, Bucha- 
rest had to yield southern Dobrudja to Bulgaria. On August 31, 1940, 
the Rome-Berlin Axis forced Romania to cede a portion of Transylvania 
to Hungary. 

The measures adopted by Carol in attempting to stave off German 
politico-economic domination paralleled in many ways those resorted 
to by Hungary and other states in southeastern Europe exposed to ex- 
pansive Nazi pressure. While avoiding an open break with the Reich, 
Carol angled for support from Britain, France, the Soviet Union, and 
even Italy. At the same time he sought to check German propaganda 
within his kingdom by adopting much of the Hitlerian social and eco- 
nomic program and establishing a totalitarian state under his own, 
rather than German, control. But all this was futile. Carol again fled 
into exik on September 6, 1940, after surrendering his power to General 
Ion Antonescu. He took with him a fortune in gold and jewels in a 
bullet-riddled train made up of cars borrowed from the Orient Express.^ 

Antonescu 

Under Antonescu, Romania became a pro-fascist military dictatorship 
overnight, with only insignificant authority vested in King Michael, the 
son and nominal successor of Carol II. Antonescu established the Iron 
Guard as the only recognized party of the state and took the title of 
“Conducator/’ The constitution of 1938 was abolished on September 6, 
1940, and six days later Romania was proclaimed a “National Legionary 
S_t«e_.” --- -- 

But Antonescu’s regime was unable to preserve order. At the end of 
1940, armed legionnaires of the green-shirted fascist, anti-Semitic Iron 
Guard broke into the gloomy Jihlava fortress prison. They dragged 
out 64 Carolists and lined them up in front of a long trench from 
whose top they had just ripped a concrete slab. In the frosty dawn 
they opened fire and watched the bodies crumple to earth. Theirs was 
a mission of revenge. From the trench they had removed the bodies of 
Iron Guard founder Corneliu Zelea Codreanu and 13 other Guardists, 
executed on the same spot just three days less than two years before. 
Then blood lust rushed through the whole disaster-sickened country. 
One-time Premier Professor Nicolas lorga, tutor of King Carol and 

^The period of the Nazi penetration is well-described in Countess Waldeck, Athene Palace 
(New York: Robert M. McBride, 1942); see also Pavel Pavel, Why Rumania Failed (London: 
Alliance Press, 1944); Robert Parker, Headquarters Budapest (New York: Farrar & Rinehart, 
1944), an unreliable but exciting account. 
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eminent historian, “the teacher of the nation,” was found dead on the 
outskirts of the oil fields near his country home at Valeni-de-Munte. 
Though both Romanian and German troops promptly occupied key 
buildings in Bucharest, murder followed murder as the days sped by. 
The riots quickly turned from political to racial hysteria and thousands 
of Jews perished. Civil war came next, and army and Iron Guard bat- 
talions battled in the streets in open warfare. This gave Germany an- 
other pretext to send additional troops into the stricken country. 

On November 23, 1940, Antonescu’s government signed the Axis Tri- 
partite Pact, following by three days its far-from-beloved neighbor, 
Hungary. This signature was not, however, a world-shaking event; it 
merely confirmed a growing trend. 

Antonescu had a difficult time convincing the Romanians of the use- 
fulness pf his policies. Sabotage mounted steadily. An uprising was 
reported in January, 1943, and another one in February, following the 
announcement that there had been 400,000 casualties among Romanian 
troops fighting in Russia. Heinrich Himmler had to dispatch his 
right-hand man, Dr. Ernst Kaltenbrunner, to take over the direction of 
Romanian police forces because of mounting unrest within the coun- 
try. All this was happening in spite of the fact that, when the Axis 
forces overran the Soviet Union’s Ukraine, Romania not only recovered 
part of the 1940 cessions but also won an extra prize in a slice of the 
U.S.S.R. east of the Dniester River. 

At the turn of 1944, the dependence of the German military machine 
on Romanian oil production placed an additional stamp of importance 
on reports of internal dissension among the Romanian people and even 
among members of the government itself. Antonescu found it neces- 
sary to have himself appointed supreme judge, so that all “justice” in 
Romania could be invested in himself alone. Persons accused of eco- 
nomic sabotage were either executed or sent with their families to 
Transdniestra (the area generally including Bessarabia and the rest of 
the territory beyond the Dniester River almost to the Axis-held Russian 
city of Odessa). But these violent measures could not suppress grow- 
ing dissatisfaction among the people, who could not forget that their 
country had lost not only its richest province (Transylvania), but also 
400,000 of its sons on the field of battle — for Hitler. Marshal An- 
tonescu, the “architect of a new Romania,” seldom appeared in public 
any more. The sporadic but highly effective raids on the Ploesti oil 
fields by Allied aircraft resulted in terrific damage. 

In the early half of 1944, Romania became a battleground of the 
Soviet armies. 
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Romania Changes Horses in Midstream 

On August 23, 1944, London broadcast the electrifying news that Ro- 
mania had accepted Allied armistice terms and ended her war with the 
Soviet Union, Britain, and the United States. Long desirous to get out 
of the war, the group behind King Michael had waited for this oppor- 
tunity, presented to them by the weakened position of Germany and the 
new Russian drive. However, the story behind this important step reads 
much like a fiction thriller. It was a Romanian super-melodrama that 
could hardly be matched in its bizarre qualities. 

Michael, the 22-year-old king, had previously attempted no less than 
seven times to get rid of Marshal Antonescu. The eighth — and success- 
ful — attempt was originally scheduled for August 26th. While prep- 
arations were in progress, word leaked out that Antonescu was leaving 
for the front. So the king sent for the dictator on August 23. Michael 
received the dictator in his study and had him arrested and imprisoned 
in the small vault where Carol used to keep his stamps. Allied head- 
quarters in Cairo was asked to bomb Bucharest on August 26 — the day 
when the royal coup was expected — and to give instructions to spare 
the royal palace. ^ 

Michael’s new cabinet, besides Premier Sanatescu, included Juliu 
Maniu, George Bratianu (leader of the Liberal Party), Lucretiu 
Patrasc^nu (Communist), and Constantin Petrescu (Socialist). 

Like Italy, Romania hoped at first to terminate its alliance with Ger- 
many peaceably. But on August 24, Nazi bombers swooped down on 
Bucharest. On August 25, 1944, Romania declared war on Germany 
and was accepted by the Allies as a co-belligerent on the same footing 
as Italy. In September, lawyer Lucretiu Patrascanu signed an armistice 
in the Kremlin which officially took Romania out of her war against 
the Allies and into an approved war against Germany and Hungary. 
She had a promise of the return of northern Transylvania if she did her 
part in recapturing that rich, disputed region from the Hungarians. 
Among other things, Romania undertook to place 12 divisions under 
Russian command; to fight until Germany was defeated; to pay $300 
million in kind in six years as reparations to Russia; to honor damage 
claims submitted by the other Allies; to restore Bessarabia and northern 
Bukovina to Russia; to abolish all fascist organizations; to free all anti- 
fascists; to intern all Axis nationals; to restore in good order all prop- 
erty seized from Allied nationals; to permit a Russian-managed Allied 
Control Commission to supervise the government and press until a 
peace was signed. 
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By the end of 1944, Moscow’s influence in Bucharest had obviously 
increased. The Russians behaved better than the former ally — Ger- 
many; this was the key to their popularity. King Michael, who cer- 
tainly was not sympathetic to Moscow, continued in office, and the first 
Romanian Cabinets had a decided Right-wing tinge. After the regime 
of General Konstantin Sanatescu, General Radescu’s cabinet took office 
on December 5, 1944. But Russian pressure grew steadily. Radescu’s 
government disappeared on February 28, 1945, after Russia charged 
that it had not been purging pro-Germans and war criminals as pro- 
vided in the armistice terms. The Communists had been growing 
more and more aggressive ever since Romania surrendered and they 
cracked Radescu’s coalition with demands for a new “National Demo- 
cratic Front.” In Bucharest, armed Reds attacked the royal palace, the 
Ministry of Interior, and the Premier’s office. Martial law had to be 
declared throughout Romania. The revolt was organized by Anna 
Parker, formerly a Left-wing trade-union organizer in the United States, 
where her husband, a Romanian by birth but a Soviet citizen, worked 
in the personnel department of the Amtorg— Russia’s official trading 
corporation in the United States. 

King Michael, hoping for Anglo-American support against growing 
Soviet pressure, asked the immensely wealthy old Anglophile, Prince 
Stirbey, a leader of the big Peasant Party and the negotiator of Ro- 
mania’s armistice, to form a cabinet. He failed. Then the choice 
came around to where the Reds wanted it: the six-party National 
Democratic front, formed by Communists and their associates. Dr. 
Petre Groza, well-to-do but radical leader of an organization grandly 
called the “Ploughmen’s Party of the Front,” was the Leftist selection for 
Premier. This procedure was contrary to the Crimea agreement 
whereby the United States, Great Britain, and Russia had agreed that 
all three would participate in policy-making within liberated or former 
enemy countries. But Stalin’s satisfaction with the new government 
was expressed by his making a present to Romania of northern Tran- 
sylvania (in March, 1945), an area which had been seized by Hungary 
with Hitler’s permission. The Russian influence was paramount in 
Romania in the spring and summer of 1945. 
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Chapter XXIII 


YUGOSLAVIA (1918-1945) 

Economic and Social Factors 

-/\-PART from Romania’s oil resources, Yugoslavia has the richest 
mineral supplies of all the Balkan countries. They were exploited 
largely by French and British capital — and later by the Germans. But 
manufacturing remained of minor importance, although there has been 
some development since World War I. Basically, agriculture was the 
main support of Yugoslavia’s population, although livestock raising, 
forestry, and mining contributed substantially to the national income. 
Roughly 80 per cent of the population were peasants. Only 32 per 
cent of land holdings were above 12.3 acres — the minimum for exist- 
ence. More than a million peasants, or nearly 10 per cent, were land- 
less and had to earn their living as migratory seasonal workers. The 
nearly 80 per cent of the population engaged in agriculture received 
only 50 per cent of the national income, while the ii per cent in in- 
dustry received 32 per cent, and the 3 per cent in commerce and bank- 
ing received ii per cent. In general, the peasant standard of living was 
very low. 


Nationalistic and Racial Factors 

The kingdom was formed in 1918 through the union of pre-war 
Serbia, Montenegro, and the former Austro-Hungarian provinces of 
Croatia, Slovenia, Bosnia, Herzegovina, and Dalmatia. Out of the 
total population of 14 million (according to the 1941 census), nearly 
12 million were composed of three closely related Slavic nationalities: 
Serbs (about 6.5 million), Croats (approximately 4 million), and 
Slovenes (over i million). But there were also large minorities. In 
Bosnia lived some 800,000 Moslems (of Slavic origin), who considered 
themselves partly Serbs, partly Croats, and partly “Yugoslavs.” Along 
the northern frontier were half a million Germans and close to half a 
million Hungarians. The rest of the population was made up of Al- 
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banians and Turks. The Macedonians were officially counted as Serbs. 

There were many elements of controversy besides the all-important 
Serb-Croat problem. There was religious strife between Greek Ortho- 
dox Serbs, Roman Catholic Croats and Slovenes, and Moslems; in- 
creasing activities and demands of the pro-Nazi German-speaking 
minority; agitation by small Yugoslav Nazi groups on the one hand 
and by the illegal Communist movement on the other; harsh economic 
exploitation of the peasants. For years a deep gulf divided the govern- 
ment, controlled by a Serb military oligarchy of pro-Nazi and anti- 
Soviet tendencies, and the masses of the people, who were in the main 
staunchly democratic, friendly toward the Soviet Union, and eager to 
cooperate with the Anglo-French “anti-aggression” front. 

The Perpetual Serb-Croat Conflict 

But thejyprstjDf all Yugoslav problems from the very beginning of 
the new state in 1918 to the present time has been the issue Between 
centralism, represented by the Serbs (first by Nicholas Pashitch’s Radi- 
cal Party) who wanted a “Greater Serbia,” and the proponents of some 
form of regionalism and federalism, headed by the Croat Peasant Party 
of Dr. Matchek and the late Stephen Raditch.^ 

Despite their geographical proximity and their racial and language 
affinity, the Yugoslavs before 1918 did not constitute parts of the same 
state and did not participate in the same cultural, economic, political, 
and religious development. The unfavorable geopolitical situation of 
the Balkans was conducive to such centrifugal tendencies. High, 
hardly penetrable mountains and useless river systems, geomorphologi- 
cal and climatic variety favored cultural differentiation rather than in- 
tegration. The new state was unable to impose spiritual unity on its 
various tribal members, because these Slavs had lived to tlie end of the 
First World War in five different states — Austria, Hungary, Serbia, 
Montenegro, and Turkey. The strange processes of history had di- 
vided the branches of the western, eastern, and northern political and 
cultural spheres. When the new state was created, the old tribal in- 
stincts were already too deeply rooted not to influence the political at- 
titudes of the leaders. 

The Croats joined the new kingdom with some enthusiasm. They 
hoped to create a new political-economic state, but they wanted it to 
be more than a simple extension of victorious Serbia toward the west. 
The enactment of the Vidovdan Constitution without the consent of 

Pribichevich, Stoyan, “The Nazi Drive to the East,” Foreign Policy Seports, XIV (October 15, 
1938). P 174 - 
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the Croats ignited the growing antagonism between Zagreb and Bel- 
grade, and the latter began to utilize the advantages of its dominant 
position as the capital. Experiences with the new centralistic and over- 
staffed bureaucratic administration revived the already deeply-rooted 
tribal enmity. 

Although both Serbs and Croats have the same literary language, 
both consider themselves special cultural groups. The Croats and 
Slovenes use the Roman alphabet, while the Serbs write in Cyrillic. 
The territorial-historical elements are also important. The tliousand- 
year tradition of a more-or-less independent Croat Kingdom, united 
with even fresher memories of the wide autonomy which was enjoyed 
by the Croats in former Hungary, taught the Croats to talk constantly 
about “justice” and to complain incessantly, often naively and often in 
hardly articulate terms. The Croats have been jealous of their sep- 
arate entity, suspicious of the dominant Serbs, and have no intention of 
allowing themselves, after the hard fight against Magyarization, to be 
“Balkanized.” A form of political autonomy had been for generations 
the most cherished weapon in the Croat’s nationalistic struggle against 
the ever-encroaching Magyar. 

These differences in political mentality are enhanced by religious dif- 
ferences. The Serbs are Greek Orthodox; the Croats and the Slovenes 
are Catholics. The latter have always sought their inspiration from 
Rome, which organized its followers in a rigid system of religious 
obedience, holding in obeisance also the politics and intellectual life of 
these provinces. Many Croat and Slovene politicians, like Dr. Koro- 
shets, also wore priestly robes. In contrast, the Orthodox Church of 
the Serbs was run rather loosely and concerned itself much less with 
politics and secular affairs, though it was nationalistic in its outlook. 
The upper classes of Serbia, mostly educated abroad, saw to it that re- 
ligion did not play a large part in their affairs, and they were quite in- 
different to the religion of the masses as long as it supported national- 
istic aims. Religion, for the Serb, is identified with his nationalism; 
but so is the Catholicism of the Croat, who despises his Serb cousin in 
Belgrade as a “non-Belisver’’‘"an3’’anr“infidel.’’ 

The gulf is widened also by cultural differences. Belonging to the 
“western” cultural zone, the Croat and the Slovene are convinced that 
they have an “older” and “higher” civilization than the Serb, who in 
their eyes is little more than a “barbarian,” a ridiculous and under- 
civilized upstart. The percentage of illiteracy, which is much smaller 
in Croatia than in Serbia, provides anotlaer argument for the Croat, 
who was educated under the influence of Vienna. 
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Tlie Serb, on the other hand, cares little for arguments about “cul- 
ture.” His sufferings and sacrifices during the past centuries have 
imbued him with an obsession for his nationalistic cause. He remem- 
bers the famous retreat of the Serbian arm i es during the First World 
War, which left bloody footprints in the snow of the Balkan moun- 
tains. His historical experience has taught him to be swift to draw the 
sword and to be slow to put it down. And, after all, were not the 
Croat regiments, in the service of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, shoot- 
ing at him while he was dying for the liberation of his country ? “Cul- 
tural” arguments are therefore less convincing to the Serb than active 
deeds. 

Serb-Croat antagonism was further nourished by differences in eco- 
nomic standards. The highly industrialized sections of Croatia and 
Slovenia, which had received financial support from Vienna and Buda- 
pest for their development, felt bitter because their economic interests 
and taxes were sacrificed to support the almost purely agricultural sys- 
tems of Serbia, Bosnia, Herzegovina, Montenegro, and Macedonia — 
another symptom of backwardness at which to point the finger of scorn. 
They resented tlie fact that the “Sava Banovina” is only a second-rate 
periphery of Belgrade, although the numerical proportion of the Croats 
to the Serbs is roughly 4:5. ^ey wanted to have a larger representa- 
tion of the Croat element in the administration of the state, in the army, 
in die foreign service, and in political appointments in general. Public 
corruption and the censorship more than irritated the Croat, whose re- 
sentment, after the death of Raditch, found its symbol in the person of 
Dr. Matchek. 


Parliamentary Decay 

Although the kingdom was faced with a dangerous international 
situation from the beginning of its existence, the political life of the 
nation, the framework of which was defined by the constitution of 1921, 
dominated Yugoslavia’s efforts at parliamentary _ democracy. Petty 
politics and politicians dominated the Constituent Assembly. The 
parties represented in it were essentially a continuation of old parties, 
resting on regional orientation instead of on a program which could 
cope with national questions. Consequently governmental coalitions 
never lasted very long and never comprised representatives from all 
districts of die kingdom. 

The parliamentary life of the first decade of Yugoslavia’s existence 
was nothing but a succession of crises, with changes of cabinets aver- 
aging nearly three a year. During the ten years of the parliamentary 
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regime Yugoslavia, in fact, changed 20 ministries, 24 governments, and 
130 ministers. Cabinets usually lasted only a couple of months; only 
two succeeded in remaining in office as long as eleven months. There 
were governments which held office only for one month, and some for 
only two weeks. Twenty ministers each changed from three to five 
quite different ministries, and there were some who headed six different 
ministerial departments. 

The fundamental task of the parliament, constructive legislation, was 
almost wholly neglected for political disturbances which increased from 
year to year. Although different parliaments were returned three 
times by new elections — 1923, 1925, 1927 — they never succeeded in 
giving the country uniform legislation. The different laws which had 
been operative before the union in the various provinces were still in 
force when the dictatorship tried to cut die Gordian knot. Nepotism 
and inefficiency ruled supreme. Membership in a party or a govern- 
ment was considered more valuable as an opportunity for personal 
revenue and advantages than as a call to serve the interests of the new 
nation. The limited horizon of the pre-war politicians restricted their 
approach to die entirely new problems of the kingdom. Cabinets 
were governed by illogical inconsistencies, and went from one extreme 
to another. Raditch, for instance, went from jail into a position as a 
cabinet minister, only to break his oath and attack the government 
again in a few months. 

In general, struggling personalities overshadowed all odier political 
considerations and programs lacked any social raison d’Hre^ The dif- 
ferences between the Serbs and Croats, the fundamental issue of Yugo- 
slav politics, really defied solution, due in part to the intransigeancy 
of the Serbs and in part to the short-sighted policy of Raditch. Addi- 
tional bitterness was created by the extension of the bureaucratic system 
of Belgrade to the rest of the new kingdom. The excessive centraliza- 
tion was not adapted to the regional requirements of administrative 
autonomy. Intrigue became endemic, and personal jealousies led to a 
great deal of treachery. Newspapers printed reckless, slanderous, and 
vitriolic statements about men in public life. Most of the dailies were 
provincial in character and reflected local interests only. The elections 
were under great official pressure and corruption, and gerrymandering 
was a common electoral practice. 

The conflicts between a policy of Yugoslav centralism and the practi- 
cal allegiance of the old parties to regional tendencies produced a crisis 
of state on June 20, 1928. A supporter of the government killed and 
wounded several members of the Croat Peasant Party. Raditch died of 
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his wounds. His followers withdrew from Belgrade and set up their 
own parliament at Zagreb, where they passed resolutions refusing to 
recognize the “rump” parliament at Belgrade. When the tenth anni- 
versary of the founding of the state was celebrated on December i, the 
Croats refused to participate. Quite obviously, the only way out of this 
political impasse was the one offered by the King — a dictatorship." 

Alexander’s Dictatorship 

In January, 1929, King Alexander proclaimed a dictatorship and ap- 
pointed a non-party military man as Premier. The dictatorship was 
intended to give tlie government an opportunity for political reorgani- 
zation. The country was divided into new administrative districts, and 
its name was officially changed to Yugoslavia (it had been known as the 
“Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes”). Numerous other re- 
forms were inaugurated in the hope of creating a government which, 
while centralized in Belgrade, would no longer be based on old racial 
and regional subdivisions. The Serbs, who at first favored these ad- 
ministrative reforms, later argued that they interfered with democratic 
institutions. On September 3, 1931, the government promulgated a 
constitution which provided some elements of parliamentary rule — 
under a one-party system. But there was growing opposition to the 
existing system, characterized by extreme centralization and ruthless 
promotion of Serb interests. 

On October 9, 1933, King Alexander was assassinated in Marseille by 
a Macedonian terrorist. Croat and Italian complicity was suspected. 
He was succeeded by his ii-year-old son Peter. A regency of three 
men, headed by Peter’s uncle. Prince Paul, was named to rule during 
the King’s minority. Prince Paul was the real ruler of Yugoslavia from 
1934 to 1941. 

The Stoyadinovich Government 

Paul appointed Dr. Milan Stoyadinovich as Premier with instructions 
to “conciliate” the Croats. Minor concessions were offered, but the 
Premier balked at the demand of Dr. Vladimir Matchek for the dissolu- 
tion of Parliament and the free election of a Constituent Assembly to 
draft a new constitution based upon democracy and federalism. 
Stoyadinovich retained the authoritarian 1931 constitution, but relaxed 
somewhat the repressive character of the dictatorship. At the same 

“Adamic, Louis, Uy Native Land (New York: Harper & Bros., 1943), think that the 
Serbian conception of a centralized state was imposed upon Yugoslavia by Belgrade's 200 fam- 
ilies, the charskya. 
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time he embarked upon a new foreign policy that brought Yugoslavia 
into closer relations with Italy and Germany and aroused further dis- 
trust of the government among pro-democratic Serbs and Croats alike. 

In September, 1937, Matchek’s Croatian Peasant Party united with 
the Serb liberal parties on a definite program of opposition to the gov- 
ernment. A year later, the question whether to side with Germany and 
Italy, or with France and Czechoslovakia, had become a major issue 
between the government and public opinion. The government’s ban 
on all meetings relating to foreign politics only intensified public re- 
sentment. This was apparent in the 1938 elections, which increased 
the Croat-Serbian opposition vote and reduced the government major- 
ity. The newly elected Croat deputies again refused to take their seats 
in Parliament. 

This electoral set-back to Premier Stoyadinovich, coupled with the 
growing danger of a European war, led to die resignation of the cabi- 
net. Dragisha Cvetkovich, a cabinet officer under Stoyadinovich and a 
member of the latter’s Radical Union (government) Party, was charged 
with the task of reaching an early accord widi the Croats. The pro- 
posed concessions to the Croats led to a schism in the government party 
in June and July of 1939. On the other hand, Dr. Matchek threatened 
Croat secession from Yugoslavia and acceptance of a German pro- 
tectorate unless his demands were granted. The compromise settle- 
ment of August 24, 1939, after years of bitter controversy, followed. 
An autonomous Croatia, comprising 26 per cent of Yugoslavia’s terri- 
tory and 2814 per cent of her population, was set up. This was re- 
garded as the initial step toward a federal state of Yugoslavia. Dr. 
Matchek joined the cabinet of ‘‘national union” as Vice-Premier. But 
even this far-reaching settlement did not fulfill all Croat aspirations. 
Powerful Serb elements remained firmly opposed to Croat autonomy. 

Meanwhile the international situation was getting more dangerous 
for Yugoslavia every day. Yugoslavia was already being conquered 
economically by Germany. 


Cultural Life 

The emphasis on politics in Yugoslavia’s life should not blind us to 
Yugoslav contributions in the world of art, music, and literature. The 
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries were the Golden Age of Yugoslav 
art. About a thousand churches and fortresses and about ten thousand 
frescoes and ikons from that period have been preserved. Dalmatia, 
which was open to Western influences, has many magnificent examples 
of architectural and sculptural work from that time. The Turkish in- 
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vasion cut short the normal development of Yugoslav culture. Dur- 
ing the last t’wo centuries, Yugoslav art has become more and more 
similar in style and ideals to the art of Western and Central Europe. 
One of the greatest figures among contemporary European sculptors is 
Ivan Mestrovich. 

The whole of Yugoslavia is exceedingly rich in folk music and tradi- 
tional songs. Many beautiful Croat folk melodies were used by Haydn 
as motifs for his many symphonies. One of the earliest of the poly- 
phonic masters, Jacopus Gallus (1550-1591), was a Slovene. The 
Ljubljana Philharmonic Society was founded in 1702 and is the oldest 
in Central Europe. Musical life was greatly encouraged and given a 
national character during the nineteenth century by the work of some 
inspired collectors of national folk melodies. A collector whose works 
are still in the repertoire of all Yugoslav choral societies and who at- 
tained a world- wide reputation was Stefan Mokranjac (1855-1934). 
The leading figure among the modern composers of symphonic music 
is Josip Slavenski, whose works — Balkanophonia, Religiophonia — ^have 
been successfully performed in western Europe. 

Yugoslav national ballads were first revealed to the world in the work 
of the father of Yugoslav literature, Vuk Stefan Karadjich, with the as- 
sistance of Kopitar, the great Slav philologist, and were translated by 
Jacob Grimm and Goethe. They have been the object of sincere ad- 
miration by music lovers ever since. The national epics have been one 
of the most important elements in maintaining the national conscious- 
ness of the people. 

During the nineteenth century, the main currents of European 
thought and literature gradually reached the Yugoslav lands, where the 
writers started to use the national language and to study the national 
folk literature. The greatest Yugoslav poet of the century was Peter 
Petrovic Njegos, Prince-Bishop of Montenegro (1813-1851). His 
Mountain Wreath, a dramatic epic, has been translated into all the prin- 
cipal European ' languages. Ivan Mazuranich’s Death of Smcdl Ag, a 
Ceng^is one of the most remarkable creations of Yugoslav liter aturel 
The gi'eat representative of the Yugoslav movement in the second half 
of the nineteenth century was the famous Bishop Josip Juraj Strosmajer 
( 1815-1905) . The most noteworthy short story writer of the time, how- 
ever, was Laza Lazarevich (1851-1890), whose stories have been many 
times translated into English. The greatest novelist of our time was 
Bora Stankovich (1876-1927), whose novel T ainted M aod has been 
translated into many European languages. Mestrovich helped to create 
a nationalist art movement (Racki the painter, Rosandich and Panich, 
the sculptors, and Pletchnik the architect). 
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The Collapse 

The story of how Yugoslavia resisted Nazi maneuvers and eventually 
started a national revolution against the government which wanted to 
use “appeasement” tactics is one of the heroic tales of World War II.'* 

Negotiations for Yugoslavia’s adherence to the Rome-Berlin-Tokyo 
alliance were nearly concluded under Prince Paul’s pressure. But at 
one o’clock on March 27, 1941, while all Belgrade slept, tanks, trucks, 
and artillery units moved swiftly to strategic points throughout the 
capital. The regent and the Cvetkovich government were overthrown 
and taken into custody. Seventeen-year-old King Peter II assumed full 
powers, with General Dushan Simovitch, popular lady’s man and vet- 
eran of the heroic Serbian Army of the First World War as premier. 
Matchek agreed to become vice-premier. 

At 5:15 A.M., Sunday, April 6, 1941, the full fury of the German 
Blitzkrieg struck at Yugoslavia.'* In a few days, the Yugoslav Army, 
cut up by the Nazi hordes, was divided by Simovitch into guerrilla 
parties — the kind of fighting carried on by Serbian comitadjis for cen- 
turies against Turkish and Habsburg rulers. 

The twelve days of Blitzkrieg led to the division of the country. 
Serbia and the Banat was under German military rule. On August 29, 
a puppet government under General Milan Neditch was set up. On 
May 3, 1941, Italy annexed the greater part of Slovenia as the province 
of Ljubljana. On July 12, 1941, a “Constituent Assembly” at Cetinje 
proclaimed an independent Montenegro under Italian protection. On 
April 10, 1941, the independence of Croatia was declared, and eight 
days later the first government of Dr. Ante Pavelitch as Poglavnik 
(Leader) and Prime Minister was announced. The Duke of Spoleto, 
a nephew of the King of Italy, was proclaimed King of Croatia on May 
18 as King Tomislav I. By the treaty of May 18, Italy also took posses- 
sion of the Dalmatian coast and most of the Adriatic Islands. The 
Hungarians seized the northern section of Yugoslavia, known as the 
Voivodina, and the Bulgarians occupied South Serbia (Macedonia). 
King Peter’s government went into exile. 


^For more details, sec Joseph S. Roucek, ‘‘Hitler Over the Balkans,” World Affairs Interpreter, 
XII (July, 1941), pp. 136-152; Nicholas Mirkowich, “Yugoslavia’s Choice," Foreign Affairs, XX 
(October, 1941), pp. 131-151; Robert St. John, From the hand of the Silent People (Garden 
City, N. Y.: Doubleday, Doran, 1942); Leigh White, The Long Balkan Night (New York: 
Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1944). 

"^For details, see Paul W. Thomson, Modern Battle (New York: Penguin Books, 1942), 
Chapter 7, “War for the Passes,” pp. 122-165. 
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Dissensions and Guerrilla Warfare 

When Hitler invaded Yugoslavia in April, 1941, he was greatly aided 
by internal dissensions. Certain elements which had long been op- 
posed to the domination of the Serbs gave him considerable assistance. 
On the eve of the invasion, in fact, the country was so divided on the 
issue of yielding to Hitler’s demands that it took a major internal up- 
heaval to bring about resistance. Hitler would undoubtedly have sub- 
dued Yugoslavia even if the country had been united, but there can be 
no question that his task was rendered much easier by widespread 
internal strife. 

After the surrender, the country was split into no fewer than 10 dif- 
ferent sections. The Germans fanned racial hatreds between the Serbs 
and Croats, virtually producing a condition of civil war. No tewer 
than 300,000 murders, perhaps even more, have taken place within the 
boundaries of Yugoslavia since the spring of 1941. 

During the early period following the surrender, all resistance to the 
Axis appeared to be centered in a group known as the “Chetniks,” led 
by Dragha Mikhailovich, then a colonel in the Yugoslav army. The 
Chetniks took whatever arms they could gather and fled to the moun- 
tains, where they organized guerrilla opposition to the invaders. To the 
outside world, the Chetniks typified the highest form of heroism, and 
Mikhailovich became the symbol of resistance to tyranny. The Chet- 
niks received the blessing of the United States and England. Mik- 
hailovich was promoted to the rank of general and named Minister of 
War in the cabinet of the government-in-exile in London. 

As long as the Chetniks were the only organized group effectively 
fighting the Axis, few problems arose and it was logical for the Allies 
to support them. But reports soon began to seep out of Yugoslavia to 
the effect that another guerrilla group, known as the “Partisans,” were 
also combatting the Axis. Led by a mysterious figure nicknamed 
“Tito” (whose real name was Josip Broz), the Partisans became more 
and more prominent. Not only did they meet the conquerors in bat- 
tle, but, like the Chetniks, they engaged in acts of sabotage, destroying 
railroads and bridges and generally harassing the Germans and Italians. 
It is estimated that Germany had to keep as many as 20 divisions in 
Yugoslavia to keep the country from boiling over. 

For a time, it is reported, the forces of General Mikhailovich and 
those of Tito agreed to work together, but their period of cooperation 
was short-lived. Ancient feuds flared up and the two groups fre- 
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quently fought each other instead of the common enemy. The Par- 
tisans accused the Chetniks of promoting the pre-war cause of a Greater 
Serbia and of reorganizing the country at the expense of other racial 
groups. The Chetniks were also charged with aiding die enemy. 
That was the reason given for the execution of a number of Mikhailo^ 
vich’s followers. 

The Chetniks, for their part, accused the Partisans of trying to 
weaken the country by fomenting dissension and starting civil war. 
They asserted that the Partisans were nothing but Red bandits, trying 
to reshape the country on communist lines. The Chetniks claimed to 
have the undivided support of England and the United States, in view 
of the fact that those countries supported the Yugoslav government-in- 
exile in which their leader Mikhailovich was Minister of War. On 
the other hand, the Partisans claimed the backing of the Soviet Union. 
The issue thus became international in scope and threatened to divide 
the major Allies. 

At the beginning of 1944, Yugoslavia was in the throes of a triangu- 
lar ideological conflict — Tito, Matchek, and Mikhailovich — in which 
the Serbs and Croats were fighting out old grudges. The Serbs, more- 
over, were divided within their own ranks by Rightist trends that 
caused their Left wing to side with the Croats in the Partisan forces. 
King Peter’s government was completely helpless to end the fratricidal 
strife. A little earlier, the British had become disgusted with Mikhailo- 
vich, who insisted on his cautious “wait-to-strike” strategy, and assigned 
liaison officers to Tito’s forces in the summer of 1943. The British were 
also anxious to show Moscow that friends of the Soviet Union were 
automatically their friends. Then, with the support of Washington, 
British diplomacy started to coordinate the two Yugoslav factions by 
forcing the elimination of the Serbian nationalist officers who sur- 
rounded young King Peter. The Soviet Government, although it offi- 
cially recognized King Peter’s regime in Cairo, as did all the other 
United Nations, had been supporting the Partisans from the beginning. 

On June i, 1944, Dr. Ivan Subasich, a Croat, was appointed Premier 
by King Peter. He met with Marshal Tito on Yugoslav soil and 
reached an agreement with him, with the result that Mikhailovich was 
dismissed from his army post in August. The exiled government 
recognized Tito as head of his provisional administration inside Yugo- 
slavia. Tito agreed that the Yugoslavs should get a chance to vote for 
whatever kind of government they wanted at the end of the war. 
Meanwhile, Peter could continue to call himself king. 
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Hopes for a Federated Y ugoslavia 

During 1944, Tito’s shadow government flitted from town to town 
to avoid the Germans. But while it ran, it also ran a large part of 
Yugoslavia — and the Allies were doing business with it. It was headed 
by a Communist, but it was definitely not a Communist government. 

It had been brought into existence in 1943, at Jajce, with a four-point 
program: (i) the creation of a federated Yugoslavia, composed of the 
six states of Croatia, Slovenia, Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Monte- 
negro, and Macedonia; (2) establishment of “truly democratic” rights 
and liberties; (3) inviolability of private property; (4) no revolution- 
ary economic "or social changes. 

This was a program that could rally most Yugoslavs, and the agree- 
ment with the exiled government in London was recognized as paving 
the way for peaceful settlement of Yugoslavia’s internal difficulties. 
The Subasich government was composed of only six men: two Serbs, 
two Croats, and two Slovenes. Two of the Ministers came from Tito’s 
forces. Subasich himself took the portfolios of Prime Minister and 
Minister of War (the latter post had been held for two years by Mik- 
hailovich). The blacksmith’s boy of Klanjec became Marshal and 
Provisional President of Yugoslavia. 

Tito’s new government, called the “National Committee of Libera- 
tion” was scarcely more Communistic than its program. Only five out 
of seventeen cabinet officers were Communists. Among the non-Com- 
munists were Foreign Minister Josip Smodlaka, a friend of Czechoslo- 
vakia’s great Thomas G. Masaryk and former Yugoslav Minister to the 
Vatican; and the Rev. Vladho Zecevich, Minister of the Interior, an 
Orthodox priest who commanded a detachment of Chetniks until 1941, 
when he switched from Mikhailovich to Tito. 

There was a minor revolt in the king’s government at the turn of 
1945 — ^by the king himself. Peter made a bold and rather reckless 
move by abruptly dismissing Premier Subasich, who had meanwhile 
reached an agreement with Marshal Tito about a new government 
under a regency. He took this action without having consulted Prime 
Minister Churchill, who previously had blessed the Tito-Subasich 
accord. 

King Peter’s gesture resembled King Canute’s in commanding the 
waves to recede. Since Marshal Tito and the coalition already held 
effective power in Yugoslavia and had the approval of England and 
Russia, the young monarch was tackling overwhelming odds. Premier 
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Subasich made it plain that he would ignore his dismissal and go ahead 
with plans for the new government. He was warmly supported by the 
British, who welcomed the departure of another troublesome exiled 
regime. Peter soon changed his tune. Since Tito had indicated he 
would make no more concessions to the king, the latter consented to 
transfer his power to a regency and approved a new cabinet formed by 
Subasich. 

The key points in the Yugoslav crisis were: (i) the British Govern- 
ment’s determination to prove that the original British-Russian agree- 
ment on joint influence in Yugoslavia was still in, effect ;''and (2) Presi- 
dent Roosevelt’s statement of January 6, 1945, that “no temporary or 
provisional authorities in the liberated countries (should) block the 
eventual exercise of the people’s right freely to choose the government 
and institutions under which, as free men, they are to live.” This prin- 
ciple was confirmed at Yalta (February, 1945) and there appears to be 
a fairly good prospect, at the time of writing, that it will work out in 
practice. If so, federalism may well prove the right prescription to 
cure Yugoslavia’s chronic racial indigestion. 
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BULGARIA (1918-1945) 

Geopolitical Factors 

-Before the First World War, Bulgaria was the largest country in 
the Balkans. Territorial losses following the peace treaties in 1919 cost 
the defeated country strips of territory awarded to Yugoslavia, Greece, 
and Turkey, leaving a diminished Bulgaria of only 39,825 square miles. 
Thousands of refugees from the ceded regions created problems in the 
remainder of the country, which was further hampered by the loss of its 
only access to the Mediterranean with that block of Aegean coastal 
region which was transferred to Greece. 

With the exception of Albania, Bulgaria thus became the smallest of 
the Balkan nations, but it occupies a location in southeastern Europe 
where two great natural routes cross — ^routes that have been used for in- 
vasion and trade since the days of the Roman Emperor Trajan. One is 
the overland road running southwest from central Asia by way of Rus- 
sia and Romania into Greece. The other is the time-worn path run- 
ning northwest from Asia Minor to Central Europe. Jumping the 
Dardanelles, this route follows the battle-marked valleys of southeastern 
Europe from Turkey to the Danube and Germany. 

Three F’s — ^farming, forestry, and fishing — ^provide Bulgaria's chief 
means of support, although industry has been encouraged by the gov- 
ernment in recent years, and there are valuable mineral deposits. Coal 
is the most important mineral product. Manufacturing is still in its 
infancy. When the world had peace to enjoy luxuries, Bulgaria was 
famed as a perfumer to milady. For years it supplied three-fourths of 
the world’s attar of roses. But essentially Bulgaria is a nation of farm- 
ers; about four-fifths of its population make their living from the soil. 
Farms are for the most part extremely small, and farm implements are 
generally primitive. White oxen or black water buffaloes pulling 
plows are seen more frequently than tractors. 
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On the whole, Bulgaria has no minority problems/ Most of the 
more than six million people are Bulgars, although Turks formed a 
minority estimated at eleven per cent of the population. Another four 
or five per cent consisted of Romanians, Greeks, Armenians, Serbians, 
and a few Jews. Religiously, Bulgaria’s population is predominantly 
Greek-Orthodox. 

In the boundary settlement after World War I, in which Bulgaria 
was allied with the Central Powers, this nation lost to Greece the south- 
ern patch of land that gave it access to the Aegean Sea. But Bulgaria 
has never ceased to lay claim to this area, plus certain others (especially 
Macedonia) in Yugoslavia on the west. 

Cultural Background 

The liberation of Bulgaria in 1878 created a favorable atmosphere for 
literary production. Ivan Vazov’s literary accomplishments are known 
far beyond the frontiers of Bulgaria. P. K. Yavorov was one of the 
most brilliant Bulgarian lyric poets. Cyril Christov, a lyric poet, is a 
master of sentimental and frivolous verse. Today the doors have been 
thrown wide open to the influence of the literatures of Western Europe. 
The advance-guard of Bulgarian poetry is represented by such names as 
Nicolai Liliev, Todor Traianov, Dimtcho Debelianov, and Ludmil 
Stoyanow. Two young Bulgarian women, Dora Gabe and Elisabeth 
Beltchewa-Bagriana, have produced works characterized by artistic sim- 
plicity. Among the most talented modern writers of fiction are A. 
Strashimirov, Elin-Lein, Jordan Yovcov, Dobre Nemirov, Georgi Rait- 
chev, Nicolai Raniov and C. Constantinov, A. Karailyjtchev, and V. 
Polianov. 

The Bulgarian National Opera became the center of Bulgaria’s musi- 
cal life. The National Musical Academy in Sofia was also an impor- 
tant factor. Dobri Christov has written fine solo and choral songs in 
the spirit of folksongs and the symphonies of Petko Stainov and 
Pancho Vladigherov are performed in many European musical centers. 

Bulgarian plastic art is a comparatively recent creation. There were 
icon paintings of a very high order a hundred years ago and Zachari 
Zograv (1810-1861) was the best painter of his day. But practically all 
Bulgarian art has been produced since the liberation. The greatest of 
the older artists is Ivan Mrkvichka, a Czech, who came to Bulgaria 
shortly after the liberation as an instructor in painting. Another worth 

^The Grcco'Bulgarian Convention of 1919 was a specific attempt to encourage the emigration 
of Greeks from Bulgaria and of Bulgarians from Greece. See S. P. Ladas, The Exchange of 
Minorities (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1932). 
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noting is the late Anton Mittov, for a long time director of the Art 
School in Sofia, whose paintings of folk life are among the best in Bul- 
garia. Boris Denev and Nichola Tanev specialize in old Bulgarian 
towns. The late Nichola Petrov, Ivan Michov, and Constantin Sharke- 
lov are excellent landscape painters. Peter Morosov’s pictures of Bul- 
garian scenes, places, and types are known to foreigners visiting the 
country. The very gifted Boris Gheorhiev is both an excellent portrait- 
ist and a mystic symbolist. Jeco Spiridanov, Ivan Lzarov, and Andrei 
Nicolov are the foremost Bulgarian sculptors. 

Agrarian Dictatorship 

Ever since World War I, from which Bulgaria emerged as the Cin- 
derella of the Balkans — reduced in territory, population, and economic 
potentialities — the country has been waiting for a good fairy. Its situa- 
tion has never been stable — internally or externally. Surrounded by 
suspicious neighbors, Bulgaria has had to face a series of frontier inci- 
dents and frequent threats in post-war years. 

Disturbed social conditions were reflected in the social structure of 
the Kingdom. As in all other Balkan countries, there was a wide gap 
between the standard of living of the village peasant and that of the 
city dweller. The large cities (there are only a few of them) have 
many of the conveniences found in Western Europe, but the peasant 
ekes out only the barest necessities of life from his toil. Before World 
War II, he could not even sell or exchange these for other needed prod- 
ucts. To a considerable extent, each peasant household is a self- 
contained but very primitive economic and social unit. Additional 
troubles came with the invasion of the country by hundreds of thou- 
sands of refugees from Macedonia, Thrace, and the Dobrudja. 

But despite wars and social and economic unrest, the population of 
Bulgaria has been growing steadily. Since Bulgaria became independ- 
ent, it has more than doubled its population; the density may be com- 
pared to that of the state of Ohio — although it does not possess the in- 
dustrial resources of the latter. 

There was also the eternal problem of a growing “intellectual pro- 
letariat” composed of young men who, having received a secondary or 
university education, did not wish to work upon the land of their 
fathers, yet could not find “white collar” jobs. The few who had posi- 
tions, were very limited in their purchasing power because of extremely 
low salaries. 

In the early period after World War I, nationalism, militarism, and 
conservatism went completely out of fashion. When Tsar Ferdinand 
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and his politicians were discredited in 1918, the peasantry was ready to 
take over. The short-lived cabinets of Malinov and Todorov gave way 
to the government of Stambuliski (October, 1919-June, 1923), and the 
peasants were in the saddle. 

Alexander Stambuliski was the son of a peasant who borrowed a 
small sum from his schoolteacher (later his wife) and went to study 
agriculture in Germany. By the time he was 23, he became editor of 
the chief organ of the Agrarian Party, a descendant of the Agrarian 
League founded in 1898 as an early protest against the rule of the bour- 
geosie. Elected to the Sobranye in 1908, he soon became known as a 
brilliant orator. His primitive and forceful eloquence had an irresist- 
ible appeal to his peasant audiences. His dogged opposition to the 
Tsar earned him a death sentence in 1915, although it was subsequently 
commuted to life imprisonment. 

After the flight of Ferdinand, this rugged peasant of Herculean pro- 
portions, with small, alert eyes and a top sergeant’s mustache, became 
prime minister in time to sign the Treaty of Neuilly of 1919. Until 
1923 he ruled Bulgaria with a rod of iron, favoring the peasant over the 
townspeople. He had the war cabinet ministers condemned to death, 
jailed or exiled all other political chiefs, and carried on a systematic per- 
secution of the nation’s “learned.” A Peasant Guard (“Orange 
Guards”) was established to protect the “Green Dictatorship” against 
uprisings. 

Stambuliski must be credited with the introduction of the labor serv- 
ice system, his efforts to carry out loyally the terms of the peace treaties, 
and the improvement of Bulgaria’s relations with Yugoslavia. But his 
conviction that a union of all South Slavs under peasant leadership 
would bring universal peace and harmony met fierce opposition on the 
part of the Macedonians. They joined army leaders and bourgeois poli- 
ticians in a coup d’etat of June 9, 1923, in whic h Stambuliski was shot. 

The Bourgeois Domination 

The revolt was put through by a merger of the various bourgeois 
parties united against their common foes, the agrarian reformers and 
Left-wing revolutionists. People branded as “radicals” and “commu- 
nists” were brought to trial and many were executed. Both Agrarians 
and Marxists retaliated with riots. A period of civil war followed, 
which abated only gradually. The thin layer of the bourgeois class 
again reasserted its power and has kept it ever since — though its ranks 
have always been divided into numerous personal followings. The 
town, therefore, again ruled the village in Bulgaria after 1923. Offi- 



THE BALKANS 


524 

cially, all elections were “free.” But the government used various de- 
vices to make sure that it won safe majorities. 

Until recent years, a very unhealthy influence in Bulgarian politics 
was exerted by the illegal secret Macedonian organization (IMRO) and 
by the military. The long series of murders and executions perpetrated 
by the IMRO is something hardly comprehensible to a Western ob- 
server who does not favor fascist methods. There was open warfare in 
the streets of Sofia and many were killed who dared to question the 
wishes of the IMRO. Although the Bulgarian Government always 
disclaimed any connection with the IMRO, there is reason to believe 
that King Boris was in close touch with this organization for years. 

The whole Macedonian question was complicated by the fact that the 
population of Bulgaria included some six or seven hundred thousand 
Macedonians (or citizens of Macedonian origin). The inability or re- 
luctance of the Sofia government to take strong measures against the 
terrorists can be partly explained by public sympathy for the Mace- 
donians, who claimed that they were fighting for the liberation of 
Macedonia from Yugoslavia. 

King Boris III ( igi 8 -i^ 4 ^ ) 

When Boris III ascended the throne on October 3, 1918, at the age of 
24, the First World War was still raging outside the kingdom and inside 
it there was strife verging almost on anarchy. But Boris at first had 
the confidence of his people, among whom he had been reared and 
whose army he had served. With courage and tact, he succeeded in 
establishing order. Unlike Ferdinand, who ruled unconstitutionally 
but never formally abandoned parliamentary government, Boris twice 
permitted dictatorship to rule the country without protest during the 
first 16 years of his reign. From 1919 to 1923, though Parliament was 
retained, the royal authority was reduced almost to the vanishing point 
under the Agrarian Premier Stambuliski, as noted above. After Stam- 
buliski was murdered, reactionaries headed by Professor Tsankov insti- 
gated a White Terror. For the next ten years near-fascist and fascist 
groups, many of whom hated the king, maneuvered for power. In 
1934 these movements culminated in a coup d’etat which forced Boris 
to dissolve Parliament and establish a dictatorship. In the following 
year. Colonel Gheorgiev, who had engineered the coup d’Hat, was ac- 
cused of setting himself up as sole dictator. 

Throughout all these years there were disorders and border disputes, 
and sometimes there was a grave threat of civil war. In 1921 a bomb 
exploded near the king as he was watching a parade in Sofia. In 1925 
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revolutionaries ambushed his automobile, killing his chauffeur and 
another occupant. The king himself, though a bullet grazed his mus- 
tache, took the wheel and drove into the nearest town for military aid. 
The next day General Gheorgiev was killed. A bomb exploded at his 
funeral in the Cathedral in Sofia, killing 123 persons and wounding 
323. During 1924 alone there were 200 assassinations in Bulgaria. 
The Macedonians contributed their full share to Bulgaria’s reputation 
for political terrorism. 

Yet Boris scorned danger and rarely remained in his palace. Often 
he drove through the countryside and stopped to chat with peasants. 
Boris inherited an aptitude for botany, natural history, and mechanics 
from his father. His chief hobby was driving locomotives. In 1930, 
after gaining the Pope’s consent to his wedding, on condition that all 
the children of the marriage be brought up in the Roman faith (a 
pledge he eventually broke), Boris, a Greek Orthodox, married the 
third daughter of King Victor Emanuel III of Italy. An heir to the 
throne. Crown Prince Simeon, was born on June 16, 1937. 

After the Gheorgiev dictatorship, Boris tried to re-establish parlia- 
mentarianism gradually. Premiers followed one another and Boris 
carefully played each faction against all other factions. Parliament was 
never again a governing body, but elections were held, and the assembly 
proved to be an important mouthpiece for public opinion. 

In May, 1938, parliament met for the first time in three years. To 
prevent a resurgence of the old political parties, whose inefficiency and 
corruption were at least partly responsible for the 1934 coup, candidates 
at the parliamentary elections were not permitted to represent parties. 
However, a considerable number of opponents of the government were 
elected. This parliament had no authority. It was purely an advisory 
body unable to enact laws or to overthrow the government. But it per- 
sistently harassed the government with demands for die restoration of 
its legislative powers and made effective use of the growing revisionist 
sentiment among the people. In October, 1938, the Macedonians 
killed General Payev, the chief of the General Staff, and attempted a 
coup d’etat, but it failed and thousands were arrested. 

The tragedy of King Boris was that, like his father before him, he 
picked the wrong horse. When Boris made a trip to Berlin in the fall 
of 1940, he set in motion a pattern of events similar to that which fol- 
lowed the unfortunate decision of Ferdinand I, when he pushed Bul- 
garia into an alliance with the Central Powers in World War I. 

That decision eventually forced Ferdinand, formerly Prince of Saxe- 
Coburg-Gotha, to abdicate his throne and brought Bulgaria to the brink 
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of ruin. Boris’ decision, whether caused by personal inclinations or an 
external compulsion too strong to resist, cost him the loss of his people’s 
confidence and provoked seething discontent within his country. 

The die was cast on March i, 1941, when Bulgaria signed with the 
Axis in a ceremony at Vienna. The familiar Nazi infiltration tactics 
had already begun and Boris became, as he had been twice before in his 
reign, a puppet king. On the other occasions he had been an amiable 
puppet, but this time he was beset from the outset with worries, trying 
to keep peace within his country and stalling for time against growing 
German insistence that he send Bulgarian troops to fight the Russians. 

One of the probable reasons for Boris’ decision to join the Axis was 
his father’s influence. Ferdinand, who had been living since his abdi- 
cation on his ancestral estate in Coburg, was always a vehement Ger- 
manophile. Boris was not. It was said of Bulgaria that “the king is 
pro-Ally, the Aa-my pro-German, and the people pro-Russian.” 

Neither the king nor the people had any desire to enter World War 
II. But Bulgaria was bound to become a pawn in the game of power 
politics because of her location in the heart of the Balkans. The Ger- 
mans had long coveted control of this strategic area. Moreover, the 
greater part of Bulgaria’s exports were going to Germany and most of 
her finished goods came from Germany. Hitler’s Reich thus domi- 
nated the Bulgarian economy, overcoming French and British competi- 
tion by typical Nazi methods. 

The Nazis shrewdly fostered the Bulgarian Revisionist Movement, 
concentrating first on the Dobrudja (in 1940), and then, when Italy 
began the war in Greece, helping the Bulgarians to secure a corridor 
through Thrace to the Aegean. Finally, Germany supported Bul- 
garia’s claim to western Macedonia. After that, the Germans gave the 
Bulgarians a bad shock by presenting a bill for services rendered. This 
was a peremptory demand for free passage of German troops through 
Bulgaria. For the last time Boris temporized, but it was too late. By 
the spring of 1941 he gave in, and German troops marched through his 
country, using it as a base for the swift campaign against Greece and 
Yugoslavia. 

Later Boris had to join the other Axis satellites in declaring war on 
the United States and Great Britain on December 13, 1941. But al- 
though he introduced all the usual nazi measures against democrats 
and Jews, he refused to declare war on Russia. Bulgaria had always 
had a real historic, linguistic, and racial sympathy for Russia, which not 
even the advent of Communism could upset. Russia’s entry into Po- 
land was hailed in Bulgaria as the beginning of Slavic self-determina- 
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tion, and Bulgaria sent thanks to Moscow after she got southern Do- 
brudja from Romania. But if Bulgaria’s heart dictated Moscow, her 
head dictated Rome-Berlin — which was a bad mistake. As the German 
lines sagged in Russia and the Mediterranean, Berlin demanded greater 
help from Sofia. 

Bulgarian public opinion did not accept these arrangements without 
protest. Deputies got up in parliament and denounced the Nazi pres- 
sure. The people were so strongly opposed to any Nazi occupation that 
Premier Filov had to make a speaking tour around the country to ex- 
plain the situation and attempt to allay unrest. There was much sabo- 
tage, and many Bulgarians, despite their traditional hatred of the 
Yugoslavs, joined the forces of the Yugoslav Partisans. 

Boris died on August 28, 1943, and his six-year-old son succeeded 
him as Tsar Simeon II. Boris’ 25-year reign had begun and ended in 
war and chaos — and the king died under highly suspicious circum- 
stances. It was reported that Boris had returned in broken health 
from a stormy visit with Adolf Hitler. Sofia and Berlin denied there 
had been such a visit, but no one could forget other men who had left 
the Fuehrer’s presence the worse for wear. At Berchtesgaden in 1938, 
just before the annexation of Austria, stubborn Chancellor Kurt 
Schuschnigg had been shattered by hysterics and threats. At Berlin in 
1939, on the eve of Czechoslovakia’s dissolution, phlegmatic President 
Emil Hacha had collapsed after 45 minutes of the Fuehrer’s ranting. 

During the twenty-five years of his reign, Boris had had eleven prime 
ministers: one Conservative, one Left-wing Agrarian, one Fascist, three 
Democrats, one Republican, one general, one aged and intriguing 
courtier, one able professional diplomat, and one professor of archeol- 
ogy. Two of these men died natural deaths, one was brutally mur- 
dered, and one died at a public meeting in the very act of denouncing 
the king’s dictatorial policy. The rest were still living in 1943. One 
was a German agent, one was in prison for anti-German activities, one 
was the leader of the Sobranye opposition, two were sunk in the oblivion 
their insignificance deserved, one was Bulgarian Minister to Switzer- 
land, and the remaining one was the prime minister. With the excep- 
tion of the last two, still in the king’s service in 1943, all of them had 
been in prison more than once. Only two of the eleven, as leaders of 
^heTsfational Assembly majority after more or less free elections, repre- 
sented the people’s choice.^ 

"Padev, Michaelj Escape from the Balh,ans (Indianapolis; Bobbs-Merrill Co., 1943), pp. 90-91. 
See also the section, pp. 235 ff., dealing with George Dimitrov, later head of the Third Inter- 
national. 
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Another Bulgarian Defeat 

When Boris died, more German troops marched into Bulgaria. A 
regency council chosen by Berlin, although the Sobranye later con- 
firmed the selection, replaced the late king. Prince Cyril, Boris’ 
brother, was one of the four regents. Another was Professor Filov, a 
Nazi mouthpiece since 1940 and one of the ablest men in the Balkans. 
Filov and the council ruled by terrorist methods, but kept an appre- 
hensive eye on Soviet Russia. The main thing that made the Bulgar- 
ians hesitate to give up when their ultimate defeat became assured in 
1944 was the uncertainty of retaining the loot they had gained from 
Axis partnership — Thrace and Macedonia. 

After Romania capitulated in 1944, Bulgaria hastened to get on the 
peace bandwagon. However, Sofia got thoroughly tangled up in her 
efforts to get out of the war. The government sent emissaries to Cairo 
to confer with representatives of England and the United States. This 
looked to Moscow like an attempt to flirt with the Allies and at the same 
time to cooperate with Germany on the quiet. So Moscow suddenly 
declared war against Bulgaria on September 5, 1944. The astounded 
government in Sofia asked for an armistice six hours later. The Rus- 
sians gave them the silent treatment on this question, then demanded 
that Bulgaria declare war on Germany. After four hours of indecision, 
the Red Army crossed the Danube, swiftly taking the key Bulgarian 
ports of Varna and Burgas. The Muraviev government fell and a new 
one formed by Col. Kimon Gheorghiev promptly declared war on a 
Germany too busy elsewhere to retaliate. 

The new Fatherland Front Government had no intention of estab- 
lishing a Communist regime, although Communists were included in 
it. Anton Yugov, Communist Minister of the Interior soon proclaimed 
several outstanding reforms promulgated by the government: equal 
rights for women; separation of church and state and freedom of re- 
ligion; religious tolerance and civil marriage; the immediate restoration 
of the original democratic constitution; and free elections for a new 
parliament. 

On October 28, 1944, Bulgaria signed an armistice with Russia, the 
United States, and Great Britain — cleaving Hitler with only one ally in 
the European war at that time (Hungary). The former Axis satellite 
was forced to give up the portions of Greece and Yugoslavia that she 
had acquired in April, 1941, and, as the first step in making reparations, 
to make food immediately available for the relief of the population of 
Greek and Yugoslav territories that had suffered as a result of Bulgarian 
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aggression. (Southern Dobrudja, which the Germans forced Romania 
to give to Bulgaria in 1940, was not mentioned in the armistice terms). 
Two Bulgarian armies, commanded by Generals Stanchev and Stojchev, 
started fighting the Germans side by side with the Red Army and the 
Yugoslav People’s Army of Liberation. 

Internally, Bulgaria came into the Russian sphere of influence. Al- 
though the Communists represented hardly more than two per cent of 
the people of Bulgaria, their party was the most active and important in 
the new government. More than 100 persons were condemned as war 
criminals. The parade to the execution wall included three former 
regents (Prince Cyril, brother of the late Tsar Boris III and uncle of 
the boy King Simeon II; ex-Premier Professor Bogdan Filov, who pre- 
ferred making history to teaching it; and Lieutenant General Nikola 
Mikhov, who had held the mistaken belief that the German Army was 
invincible), two ex-Premiers, twenty-two Ministers, nine Royal Coun- 
selors, 66 ex-deputies. To jail for life, with his property confiscated and 
a fine of 3,000,000 leva, went Bulgaria’s last war Premier, Konstantin 
Muraviev, Agrarian and liberal, who landed Bulgaria in a three-day 
war with Russia while trying to remain neutral. 

The new regime lost no time in proclaiming its Russophile senti- 
ments and welcoming Soviet troops to Sofia. An interesting sidelight 
was the fact that the Metropolitan of Bulgaria, Mgr. Stephen, gave the 
Russians an impassioned address of greeting. Still more important, 
there was a complete repudiation of the “Greater Bulgaria” ideology, 
which had poisoned relations between Bulgars and Serbs for genera- 
tions. Since the Macedonian districts were lost, Sofia publicly com- 
mitted itself to the creation of an autonomous Macedonia. While the 
plan might have gained the approval of Marshal Tito, the proposed solu- 
tion was irritating to Greece, whose part of Macedonia has become over- 
whelmingly Greek as the result of the exchange of populations with 
Turkey and the mass evictions of the Jewish Sephardim community. 
This argument remains to be settled. It is evident that Russian influ- 
ence will be paramount in Bulgaria for a long time to come, and that 
the Soviet Union’s ideas about Balkan readjustments will be accepted. 
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Chapter XXV 


ALBANIA (1918-1945) 


Geopolitical and Economic Factors 

jAi-T the end of the First World War, Albania was in a difficult po- 
sition. The Italians declined to leave. But President Wilson’s refusal 
at the Peace Conference to countenance either the partition of Albania 
or the establishment of an Italian mandate saved the harassed country. 
In January, 1920, an assembly at Lushnja protested against partition 
and elected a regency council. The Italians were driven out in August 
of that year. After the Italian eviction, Albania had 20 years of com- 
parative peace and independence before Italy invaded the counti-y again 
in 1939. 

This little fragment of the old Ottoman Empire is slightly larger 
than Vermont and has a million inhabitants. It occupies a 200-mile 
strip of land which separates Yugoslavia’s Dalmatian coast from 
Greece. This seemingly favorable location has been a liability to the 
people of the area since Roman times. Stronger powers always kept 
the region in subjection until the Balkan War of 1912 ended more than 
four centuries of Turkish domination. 

Albania is a land corridor into the Balkan Peninsula — ^but with moun- 
tain barriers blocking the way. It dominates the narrow water gate 
between the Adriatic and the Ionian Sea, and is only about 47 miles 
across the Strait of Otranto from the “heel” of Italy’s “boot.” Brindisi, 
troop embarkation port in southeastern Italy, is 79 miles from Albania’s 
port of Valona, and about 105 miles from Albania’s capital, Tirana. 
The distance is less than that from New York City to Albany. Ever 
since 1914, Italian forces have literally camped on Albania’s doorstep. 
From June, 1917, when Albania’s independence under Italian protec- 
tion was declared, until the end of 1944, the history of Albania was 
primarily an account of Italy’s waxing or waning influence in the pint- 
sized Balkan country. 

Under Turkish rule, Albania was kept in a primitive state. Rug- 
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weaving was virtually its only industry. Since teaching in the Albanian 
language was forbidden, education remained stagnant. Under Zog’s 
domination in the nineteen-twenties and ’thirties, the country was 
slowly coaxed from its slow-tempo agricultural existence toward the 
machine age. But progress was hampered by the barricade of moun- 
tain chains, some more than a mile high, which cut Albania off from 
her neighbors. Only two rivers are even partially navigable, and these 
dwindle away to bone-dry stream beds in summer. Horseback travel, 
important enough to support big horse fairs, was the only means of 
penetrating the country’s barbaric highland fastnesses until die First 
World War made roads for troop movements a matter of life or death. 
In 1933, Albania had over a thousand miles of motor roads, with more 
than 2000 bridges across mountain torrents. While several air routes 
were in regular use, chiefly between the capital and the ports, the coun- 
try’s first railroad was not built until after the 1939 occupation by the 
Italians. 

The region along the Adriatic has been handicapped by the problem 
of malaria. Most Albanians are farmers and stock-raisers. With 
primitive methods of agriculture, they cultivate less than 1,300 square 
miles of the country’s total area of 10,620 square miles. 

Albania has considerable mineral wealth. Although largely unde- 
veloped, it was an important source of supplies for the Axis countries. 
In 1938, Albania ranked sixth among Europe’s producers of oil. Mines 
in the mountains of the north were producing copper at the rate of 
40,000 tons a year in 1940. 

Under Zog, Albania adopted many Western customs in recent years. 
Polygamy was forbidden by law, along with the Moslem veil which 
once hid all women’s faces. Much of the modernization can be traced 
to Albanians who lived for a while in the United States. Those who 
returned to their native land with their savings built modern homes, 
equipped with electricity, steam heat, telephones, and up-to-date plumb- 
ing. Their sons played football until the war brought an end to games, 
and their daughters attended American movies and expected Albanian 
shops to stock lingerie like that worn by American movie stars. 

King Zog 

The “Snowy Land’’ of the twentieth century reversed the usual his- 
toric procedure by changing its government from a republic to a mon- 
archy. The turn-about occurred in 1928, when the President for the 
preceding three years became King Zog I. 

Ahmet Bey Zog was born on October 8, 1895, ^ family whose 



ALBANIA 


533 


founder came from nordiern Albania to Mati (in central Albania) 
toward the end of the fifteenth century. Ahmet Zogolli (who later 
dropped the “olli,” which signifies “son of”) was educated at a military 
school at Monastic and at Galatza Serai. He was only sixteen when 
the First Balkan War broke out, but a very important Albanian in the 
eyes of the Turks, for upon the death of his father he became chief of 
the Mati tribes. The tribesmen refused to fight against the Serbs ex- 
cept under their chieftain. So Zog was taken out of school and put at 
tire head of his tribes, which he led against the Serbian invaders who 
had burned his family’s dwellings. When the Prince of Wied arrived, 
Zog was known as his supporter. 

When the First World War broke out, Zog unfurled the ancient eagle 
banner of Skanderbeg and swept down upon the Albanian plain, driv- 
ing the Serbs before him. He agreed to cooperate with the Austrian 
armies and distinguished himself on the battlefield in a series of aston- 
ishing feats of daring. Once he captured a whole company of the 
enemy single-handed. He was lavishly decorated and was rated one 
of the most notable of Albanian heroes. 

Young Zog marched on Albasan in 1916, where the Albanian patriots 
summoned a provisional National Assembly and elected a Commission 
of Initiative under his presidency. The Austrians, however, interfered- 
with his plans to restore the Prince of Wied’s government. At first 
he commanded the Albanian forces cooperating with the Austro- 
Hungarian armies. But when it was discovered that he had vague 
intentions of conspiring with the Bulgarians to re-establish Albanian 
administrative independence, he was invited by the Austrians to Vienna 
for a council of war and then treacherously interned. 

At the end of hostilities he returned to Albania, which was in a cha- 
otic condition. Although only in his early twenties, Zog was instru- 
mental in driving an Italian army of occupation out of Valona, halting 
another Yugoslav invasion, crushing numerous tribal insurrections, and 
securing the recognition of Albania’s independence by the Great Pow- 
ers. All this was accomplished with inadequate supplies of arms and 
ammunition and hardly any financial resources. Moreover, he had to 
cope with the constant threat of foreign and internal intrigues. 

Zog’s abilities pushed him ahead with dazzling speed. From March 
27, 1921, to November 20, 1921, he was Minister of the Interior. In 
December, 1921, he again held that office. In December, 1922, he be- 
came Prime Minister. Thereafter, with the exception of a brief inter- 
lude in 1924 when Fan Noli’s revolt drove him out of power temporar- 
ily, he ruled the country, climbing the official ladder as Commander- 
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in-Chief, Premier, Dictator, first President of the Albanian Republic, 
and finally King. He became President on January 31, 1925, and was 
proclaimed Zog I, King of the Albanians, on September i, 1928. 

Zog’s campaign to modernize Albania can be favorably compared to 
President Kemal’s in Turkey. He promulgated a civil code based on 
French law, abolished polygamy, and inaugurated state control over 
marriage, divorce, and education. A new penal code, modeled on the 
Italian example, replaced the Ottoman code. The promotion of na- 
tional consciousness was pushed by the compulsory use of a common 
language for schoolbooks, newspapers, and literary works. Previously 
they had been printed in local dialects. Another national aim was 
achieved by legal recognition of the native Christian Albanian Church, 
which uses the Albanian language and ritual. The Law of Agrarian Re- 
form of 1930 laid the foundation for a nationalistic class of small peas- 
ant proprietors. The country was stabilized by the pacification of out- 
lying districts. In foreign policy, Zog favored Italy and received 
regular support from her, but he was by no means a puppet in the 
hands of Mussolini. 

King Zog ruled as an autocrat, but he used his power with a sense 
of moderation. He was firm with his enemies, but conciliatory when 
he felt that conditions permitted it. His ardent patriotism eventually 
won the support of nearly all Albanian patriots except the extreme 
reactionaries. Personally he was quiet and retiring, but completely 
fearless. As the only European ruler who established a kingdom in 
the post-war period, he displayed a high degree of political acumen and 
consistency. Zog belonged to a faded world which accepted democ- 
racy by hearsay only, but in that faded world he did the work con- 
signed to him with zest and urbanity. 

Before Zog reached the peak of his gradual rise to power, Albanian 
politics was chiefly concerned with the disposal of foreign invaders dur- 
ing and after the First World War. Soon afterward the struggle of per- 
sonalities assumed violent form. Basically it represented a conflict be- 
tween conservative elements and progressives who wanted to imitate 
the liberal methods of western Europe and America, where some of 
them were trained. But as Zog asserted his leadership, the issue crys- 
tallized around his own personality. Gradually his most dangerous 
opponents were eliminated. Most of them went into exile or were 
liquidated by violent means. From another point of view, Zog’s gov- 
ernment represented the domination of the new bourgeois and profes- 
sional classes and the intellectuals over the landowning beys, who were 
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gradually losing ground. The agrarian laws, if enforced, would be 
the death-knell of their influence and political power. 

It is impossible to form a totally unfavorable opinion of Zog’s rule. 
It united “the form of democracy with the reality of a not unpopular 
despotism.” ^ Zog’s supporters found it easy to get out of prison, elec- 
tions were a farce, and members of the king’s own tribe, the Mati, were 
allowed to remain armed. But Zog’s acceptance of a British gen- 
darmerie, his suppression of brigandage and vendettas, his encourage- 
ment of education, and his appointment of a “new gang” of young men 
of liberal ideas as ministers under Mehdi Frasheri in 1935, with an 
Anglophile foreign minister, were hopeful signs. 

Zog’s marriage to the Hungarian-born daughter of an American 
mother was popular. But Zog’s title of “King of the Albanians,” anal- 
ogous to the Greek “King of the Hellenes,” alarmed Yugoslavia as 
implying claims to the Albanian minorities in that country. 

The Italian Occupation 

Albania had an eternal financial problem. Having failed to obtain 
financial assistance from the League of Nations, Zog turned to Italy, 
which granted Albania a series of loans beginning in 1925. Zog had 
to pay for this help by signing a treaty in 1926 which gave Mussolini 
the right to intervene, “on Albania’s request,” in the country’s foreign 
and domestic affairs. Another treaty was signed a year later. But the 
Italians claimed that King Zog “did little to show appreciation for 
Italy’s moral and material aid to his government and his people.” ^ 

In April, 1939, two weeks after Hitler occupied Czechoslovakia, 
Italy^s legions invaded Albania. Zog had to flee with his wife and his 
newly-born heir to the throne. On April 12, the Albanian Assembly 
offered the crown to Italy’s King Victor Emanuel III. The new consti- 
tution of Albania, proclaimed on June 3, 1939, vested all executive and 
legislative functions in the Italian King, assisted by the Supreme Fascist 
Corporative Council. Rome of course assumed control of Albania’s 
foreign relations. 

In 1940-1941 Albania became a principal batdeground of the Greek- 
Italian war. By March, 1941, Greek forces had occupied a large part of 
the country. But on April 23, 1941, the German Army forced the 
Greeks in Albania to capitulate. 

^Robinson, Vandeleur, Albanians Road to Freedom (New York: W. W. Norton, 1942). For 
more details, see The Royal Institute of International Affairs, South-Eastern Europe (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1939), pp. 87-89. 

^Italian Library of Information, The Kingdom of Albania (New York, August, i939),/p. 14- 
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During 1943, native resistance to Axis rule grew rapidly. In March, 
the weary and disgusted Italians gave up the pretense of administering 
Albanian civil affairs in a “peaceful” manner. Guerrilla and patriot 
bands played the dominant role in bringing about this failure of Italian 
administration. Raids on Italian military convoys and garrisons be- 
came very frequent after 1942. The shaky position of the puppet Al- 
banian premiers was demonstrated at the time of the statement by 
Secretary of State Hull on December 10, 1943, and reiterated by Russia’s 
Molotov, pledging the return of freedom to Albania and praising the 
resistance of the patriots. The traitor-premier Kruja protested ve- 
hemently against “the interference of the Allies in the intercourse be- 
tween Albania and Italy.” His concern over the effect of the Allied 
statement was well-founded, for his cabinet collapsed a few weeks later. 

Political instability characterized Albania thereafter. Two quisling 
governments were set up within a week after Kruja’s resignation. The 
Italians finally found it necessary, having exhausted die available sup- 
ply of prominent traitors, to appoint Maliq Bashati as premier. He 
had been Minister of the Interior in the first cabinet that came to power 
after the invasion. 

Additional evidence to prove the lack of collaboration between the 
Albanians and the Fascists was forthcoming during the summer of 
1943. At that time the Italian authorities sought to raise an Albanian 
legion to fight in Russia, but not a single man volunteered. At the 
same time the Italians demanded contributions of wool to make uni- 
forms for the coming Russian winter, but Albanians burned the ware- 
house in Durazzo where the wool was stored. All Albanian drivers 
were forbidden by guerrilla leaders to transport Axis soldiers under pen- 
alty of death. Then Italy surrendered and anarchy descended upon 
Albania. 

In June, 1944, the Germans opened a full-scale drive against the vari- 
ous patriotic and guerrilla movements, calling in a division and a half 
of Nazi troops. They were supported by Albanian quislings. The 
guerrillas vanished into the hills and the German offensive against the 
Albanian Partisan Army of National Liberation in southern Albania 
spent itself without achieving its chief aim — liquidation of the Partisan 
movement. While fighting was in progress, a national congress was 
elected. It met and nominated an anti-Fascist committee to administer 
all territory liberated from the Germans. Hoxha was named president 
and Myslim Pza vice-president. 

Up to August, 1944, Allied intervention had managed to stave off a 
serious civil war between rival guerrilla groups by promoting the idea 
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of independence, which the King of Italy had already conceded. In 
that month, Bedri Spahui, head of the mission of the National Army of 
Liberation to the Allies, reported that there had been an open break 
within the patriot forces. The nationalist faction under Abas Kupi, 
which wanted King Zog back, accused the opposition group of joining 
the Balli Kombetar, or collaborating elements, in working openly with 
the Germans. 

This was the situation when Allied forces landed in Albania in the 
fall of 1944. At that time, in a 40-room mansion outside London, Al- 
bania’s King Zog and his half-American Queen Geraldine held a mod- 
est court but kept sensitive ears cocked toward the Balkans. Zog was 
eager to go home. 

On December 2, 1944, Colonel General Enver Hoxha, who headed 
both the Partisan Army and the government as Premier, entered the 
liberated capital of Tirana. The arrival of the government in the capi- 
tal on the thirty-second anniversary of Albanian independence, was 
the signal for three days of national rejoicing. Hoxha pledged a demo- 
cratic regime and promised to fight to preserve the nation’s southern 
boundaries. This was a reaction to a statement by Greek Premier 
Papandreou to the effect that Greece would seek a portion of southern 
Albania in post-war settlements. In January, 1945, King Zog, who had 
been living in Great Britain since 1940, declared that he would approve 
the creation of a new government for Albania “if and when the pro- 
posal were made.” 
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Chapter XXVI 


GREECE (1920-1945) 


Geopolitical Factors 

IS^ODERN Greece occupies a very important strategic position in 
Europe. With an area of 50,146 square miles — approximately the size 
of the State of New York — and a population of 7,800,000 — a little more 
than that of New York City — the country is located in the southern- 
most part of Europe with the Ionian and the Adriatic seas to the west, 
the Aegean Sea to the east, and the Mediterranean Sea to the south. 
Greece is bounded on the north by Albania, Yugoslavia, and Bulgaria; 
on the east by Turkey. Because of her geographical situation, Greece 
straddles the Mediterranean route and is necessarily of special interest 
to a great sea power, such as Great Britain, with which she maintains 
an identity of interest in both commerce and politics. These two coun- 
tries have been traditionally friends ever since the Greeks won their 
independence at the beginning of the nineteenth century. 

The Greek constitution designates the Orthodox Church as the re- 
ligion of the State, but guarantees complete freedom of worship to all 
faiths. The population is remarkably homogeneous. In 1937, there 
were 126,000 Moslems, 72,790 Jews, 35,180 Roman Catholics, 18,600 
Albanians, and 9,000 Protestants. The rest of the more than seven 
million people were Greek Orthodox. Of the latter, 33,635 were Ar- 
menians who came as refugees from Turkey at the end of World War I, 
19,700 were Kutsovlachs, and 16,775 were Bulgarians.^ This absence 
of large racial minorities, unique in Central-Eastern Europe, was 
achieved by a compulsory exchange of populations in 1923 between 
Greece and her two neighbors, Bulgaria and Turkey, when over a mil- 
lion Greeks emigrated to Greece from Asia Minor and about 50,000 
came from Bulgaria. In addition, some 60,000 Greek-Russians sought 
refuge in Greece after the Bolshevist revolution. All of these people 
were Greeks by race and belonged to the Greek Orthodox Church, 

^ Annuaire Statistiqiie de la Grecc (Athens, i937)> P* 71* 
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whose administration is vested in a Holy Synod consisting of the 
Metropolitan of Athens and 12 other metropolitans or archbishops. 

For a variety of reasons, means of communication in Greece have 
always been limited. There are only 2,692 kilometers of railroads. 
Of the total, 1,474 km. of standard gauge railroads are state-owned, 
842 km. comprise the Peloponnesus line, and 253 km. the Thessaly line. 
A short electrical line, principally for passengers, connects Athens and 
Piraeus. Coastwise shipping, required by law to be of Greek registry, 
carries a great deal of passenger and freight traffic. Air travel is han- 
dled by one Greek line and a number of foreign lines. The network of 
17,742 km. of roads includes 9,965 km. of national highways, 3,954 km. 
of county roads, 1,838 km. of municipal roads, and 1,985 km. of tourist 
roads.^ 


Economic Factors 

Greece is mostly rugged and mountainous, with few plains and fewer 
rivers. The climate is mild the year round. The density of popula- 
tion is 54.73 per square mile — the lowest in this part of the world ex- 
cept for Turkey, where the density is only 22.03 persons per square 
mile. In spite of a marked movement from the country to the cities, 
67 per cent of the Greek population in 1938 was rural, 33 per cent was 
urban. Only about 45 per cent of the population was gainfully occu- 
pied. Of those employed, 54 per cent were engaged in agricultural or 
• related pursuits, 25 per cent were wage earners, and the remaining 21 
per cent were professional people, civil servants, and domestics. 

The arable land does not exceed 20 per cent of the total area. Small 
landholdings have prevailed since 1917, when large properties were ex- 
propriated and distributed to the peasants. This was the first stage in 
the program of agrarian reform, which was speeded up by the settle- 
ment of the exchanged populations from Turkey and Bulgaria in 1923. 
Further subdivision of landholdings were prohibited by a law passed 
in 1939. The cooperative movement was legally authorized in 1914. 
It was predominantly rural — some 65 per cent of the agricultural popu- 
lation were members of cooperatives or were served by them. In 1938, 
300,000 members were associated in 9,611 cooperatives, of which 6,270 
were rural and 3,341 urban. There were 4,476 credit associations; 
1,684 workers’ productive and labor associations; 946 housing and con- 
struction groups; 625 consumers cooperatives; 514 processing and pro- 
ductive groups; and 493 marketing associations. 

Industrial development is hampered by an inadequate supply of coal 


^Ibid., p. 251 ff. 
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and raw materials. Well-developed manufacturing industries, in order 
of importance, are the textile, mechanical, chemical, building mate- 
rial, and tobacco industries. The first general system of social insur- 
ance for commercial and industrial workers was established by law in 
1934. It provided financial protection against sickness, accidents, ma- 
ternity, disability, old age, and tuberculosis, as well as life insurance. 
This insurance was made compulsory for all employees in urban areas 
designated as insurance centers; persons employed in agriculture, fores- 
try, and stock raising were excluded. Workmen’s compensation was 
introduced in 1914; it covered wage-earning and salaried employees 
when injured in the course of their employment. Seamen were pro- 
tected by special insmance against disability, old age, accidents, death 
from tuberculosis and heart diseases, sickness, and unemployment. No 
government plan for the payment of family allowances existed except 
for a collective agreement covering bank employees, signed in 1937, 
which included salary scales based on length of service, family allow- 
ances, and increments. 

A large part of the Greek Government’s income derives from heavy 
consumption taxes, such as import duties, fees, monopolies, excise and 
turnover taxes. The yield from direct taxation is relatively small and 
collections are difficult. All taxes collected in 1939 represented 24 per 
cent of the entire national income, calculated by the Supreme National 
Council at 55 billion drachmas or $400,000,000. The fiscal year runs 
from April ist to March 31st. The budget for 1938-39 amounted to- 
12.7 billion drachmas or $80,000,000, of which 30 per cent went to the 
Ministry of Finance, 17 per cent was appropriated for war, 12 per cent 
for communications, 7.8 per cent for education, 7 per cent for hygiene, 
6.5 per cent for the Ministry of the Interior, and 5 per cent for the navy. 
The service on the national debt in foreign exchange, though greatly 
reduced, absorbed about 30 per cent of the budget in that fiscal year. 

Social Conditions 

In Greece, the family is patterned on a patriarchal tradition. The 
father, as its head, exercises a high degree of moral authority. Until 
recent years, women were concerned almost exclusively with domestic 
duties. Those who were employed were engaged mostly in domestic 
service. Since World War I, however, a large number of women have 
been absorbed into industrial and commercial enterprises, others have 
taken up various professions, and many more have engaged in govern- 
ment service. The new economic power thus acquired has enabled 
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women to assert a social freedom approaching that of their menfolk. 
Divorce, however, is relatively rare. 

Living conditions, in contrast with those of neighboring states, are 
fairly high because of coastal industries and the merchant marine 
(which is the ninth largest in the world), the cultivation of intensive 
crops of tobacco and currants, and the relatively high efficiency of 
workers. Housing is that of a civilized but poor country. Marble, 
wood, stucco, and brick houses range in elegance and form from the 
villas of the wealthy to the simple one-room abode of the impoverished 
peasant. Electric lighting has been widely introduced and gas ranges 
are common, but electric appliances, running water, bathrooms, and 
other modern facilities are still considered as luxuries, especially in 
small towns. 

Demands for food, clothing, and shelter are comparatively simple. 
Consequently there is little need for public charity in normal times. 
Indeed, charity is not looked upon favorably and few are willing to 
undergo the stigma of being public charges, no matter what their eco- 
nomic difficulties. There are always relatives, near and distant, to lend 
a hand. The staple diet features olives and olive oil. Lamb is the 
commonest meat, and fish is consumed in great quantities; these are 
accompanied by bread, macaroni, rice, lentils, and leafy vegetables. 
Ordinarily breakfast is short and simple, lunch a more elaborate affair, 
and supper the important meal of the day. The latter is usually eaten 
quite late in the evening, since time is taken out after lunch for a mid- 
day rest. 

As to personal traits, the Greek is a born democrat — a characteristic 
surviving from ancient times. Titles of nobility are unknown and 
castes non-existent. Instead, ancestry, wealth, and learning form the 
trinity of class consciousness and privilege. The Greek does not par- 
ticipate in any significant fraternal or tribal organizations. His per- 
sonal character is dominated by five outstanding qualities: (a) a love 
for liberty which he places above personal considerations; (b) a keen 
sense of honor and a personal dignity that make him an intelligent so- 
cial being; (c) a degree of honesty that does not prevent him from 
being as shrewd as any other trader in business transactions; (d) an 
outspoken friendliness that inspires trust and confidence and endears 
him to strangers; and (e) a single-minded idealism that transforms him 
into a bold fighter and a dependable worker. Gambling, though of 
little consequence, is legalized, and the Lottery of the National Navy 
finds wide appeal among rich and poor alike. 

Popular entertainment used to consist chiefly of puppet-shows, public 
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dancing, sitting at a cafe sipping Greek coffee or “ouzo’’ (the Greek 
gin distilled from grapes), and talking politics. Puppet-plays have 
been largely displaced by the movies. Public sports are mostly identh 
lied with track meets, mass calisthenics, and indoor exercises. The 
peculiarly national game is soccer-football and loyalties are strong in 
intercity or international matches, but there is little commercial exploi- 
tation of this or any other sport. 

The most important national holidays and festivals are connected 
with the Church. They are topped by the celebration of Holy Easter 
and the Assumption of the Virgin Mary. There are numerous shrines 
to the latter throughout Greece; pilgrims from all parts of the country 
flock to them in thousands during the festivals, of which that of the 
island of Tinos is the most renowned.'"^ In case of illness or accident, 
people from all walks of life often vow that, if they recover, they will 
journey each year to a particular shrine. This custom is a relic of an- 
cient times. Once made, the pledge is faithfully fulfilled year after 
year. In addition, a number of religious festivals attain local promi- 
nence because churches are named in honor of important saints and 
also because of the fact that the Greeks generally celebrate the name 
day of their saint rather thin the date of their birth. 

Cultural Development 

With the single exception of the grammar, modern Greek approxi- 
mates the language as spoken and written by the ancients. It made its 
way into the army and the civil service of the Byzantine Empire in the 
seventh century and developed into the spoken or dem oti\i knguage of 
modern Greece during the reign of Emperor Michael III in the ninth 
century, when the cycle of the Acritic epics was inaugurated. These 
ballads, having been expressed in a dynamic, expanding language, were 
passed from generation to generation by word of mouth. They are 
found today incorporated in all the principal neo-Hellenic dialects 
throughout the contemporary Hellenic world. Not less remarkable 
than the uniformity of language and character is the similarity of cus- 
tom, of lore, and of superstition; in short, of everything which is most 
ancient and most national in Greece today. But the language remains 
the chief connecting link with the past. According to Kostis Palamas, 
unquestionably the poet laureate of contemporary Greece (1859-1943), 
the d€moti\i “is the language of life and the language of truth.” 

°It was on August 15, 1940, while Tinos was crowded with worshippers, that the light 
cruiser ’Em was torpedoed and sunk without warning by an Italian submarine, causing a large 
number of casualties. 



544 


THE BALKANS 


Elementary education covers six years; it is free and obligatory. Sec- 
ondary or preparatory education is divided into classical studies, pur- 
sued in the so-called “Gymnasium” (the Greek equivalent of the French 
Lycee), and commercial studies; it varies from four to six years. All 
education is directed and supervised by the Ministry of Education and 
Religions. Athens is the educational center of the country. Among 
its higher institutions of learning are the National University, the 
Polytechnic Institute, the Superior School of Commercial Science, the 
Superior School of Political Sciences, the School of Eveloidon for army 
cadets, and the School of Dokimon for midshipmen. All of these are 
State-supported. After World War I, a second university -was founded 
in Salonica. In addition, there are three so-called American Colleges; 
the Athens College for boys, the Helleniko College for girls, and the 
Anatolia College in Macedonia. The American Farm School, so- 
called “House” School after its founder Charles House, also in Mace- 
donia, trains young people in farming. Finally there are in Athens the 
British Archaeological School, the French Archaeological School, and 
the American School of Classical Studies. The latter possesses a mag- 
nificent library, the Gennadion, built largely with funds supplied by the 
Carnegie Foundation. However, illiteracy is still high, especially 
among women and people living in the rural areas. 

Arts and Letters 

In the world of arts and letters, contemporary Greece occupies a most 
enviable position. Her large literature is distinguished for portraying 
the fortunes of the nation, for reflecting language disputes and social 
upheavals, and for bearing the impress of Western schools of thought. 

A limited number, of references will show the general trend. Rigas 
(1757-98) was a man of action, passionately devoted to the liberation of 
bis people, while Bilaras (1771-1823), a poet and a prose- writer, was 
instrumental in introducing the spoken or “demotiki” language into 
the literature of he day. His work was ably carried on by Professor 
Psihari (1854-1929) of the University of Paris, who was in turn damned 
ind praised as the father of modern Greek. Of the Phanariotes, the 
two brohers, A. and P. Soutsos (1803-63 and 1806-68, respectively), 
excelled in satire, comedies, philosophy, and patriotic novels. The so- 
:alled “Old School” of Athens was influenced by he struggles of the 
iToung nation. It is represented by George and Achilles Parashos ( 1822- 
16 and 1838-95, respectively), Paparigopoulos (1843-73) and Bikelas 
'1835-1908). On he other hand, he “New School” of Athens, founded 
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by Kostis Palamas (1859-1943), the poet laureate of Greece, with a tre- 
mendous output of poetry, shows vigor and originality and competes 
with the best elsewhere. It is graced by many poets and writers, such 
as Malakasis, Sikelianos, Skippis, and others. Xenopoulos (1862- ) 

is a prolific playwriter, while Nirvanas ( 1866- ) is the classic exam- 

ple of artistic newspaper writing depicting everyday life. 

In music, Byzantine chorals and popular songs found expression in 
the compositions of Lavrangas, Calomiris, Mitropoulos (the latter an 
internationally known orchestra conductor), and other composers. 
Theotocopoulos (El Greco) is well-known as a painter, while Dimitri- 
adis has done creditable work in sculpture. One of the latter’s works, 
the Discus-thrower, was donated by a Greek-American to the City of 
New York and set up in Central Park. 

History After World War I 

The First World War came to an end for all but one of the Allies 
with the signing of the Armistice in 1918. For Greece, it continued for 
four more years in the plains of Asia Minor, where Greek troups were 
sent under an Allied mandate to liberate the Greek people who had 
inhabited the Vilayet of Aidin for centuries and to stamp out the Turk- 
ish insurrection. This insurrection was led by the Turkish National- 
ist Kemal Pasha, who was aided and abetted by France and Italy with 
military equipment and other help. Such perfidy on the part of two 
allies to a gallant nation shocked the world; it resulted in the massacre 
of over one million Greeks and in the catastrophe of Smyrna under the 
guns of the Allied navies anchored there. The Greeks, who had drive 
the Turks to the outskirts of Ankara, were forced to retreat and finally 
to evacuate Asia Minor, leaving their people to the mercy of the ad- 
vancing enemy. 

Two significant events which followed this catastrophe shaped the 
destinies of Greece during the short period between the two World 
Wars. First, the influx of Greek refugees from Asia Minor, Bulgaria, 
and die Black Sea region taxed the resources of the nation to the limit. 
Continuous wars since 1912 had depressed trade and agriculture, had 
increased the national debt, and had dislocated the entire national econ- 
omy. The task of reconstructing the war-torn country and settling 
more than a million and a half refugees would have baffled even a finan- 
cially healthy nation with ample natural resources. But Greece showed 
an astonishing power of recovery. With the assistance of the League 
of Nations and her friends in America, she went ahead to solve the 
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problem. Within a comparatively short period, her new citizens be- 
came wage-earners and successful farmers, thus aiding the rehabilita- 
tion of the country. 

The second event concerned the abolition of the Constitutional Mon- 
archy and the establishment of a Republic that lasted from 1924 until 
1935, when the revolutionary cycle in Greece was completed with the 
restoration of the Monarchy which bore the constitutional imprint of 
1864.'* The new Republic was born of military disaster rather than 
instigated by widespread popular opposition to the Monarchy as an in- 
stitution. It lived eleven turbulent years marked by parliamentarian- 
ism, army coups d'etat and popular discontent resulting from the world- 
wide economic crisis of the thirties. It hardly had a chance to blossom 
and bear fruit. 

Barring the army coups d’etat, which were universally repudiated by 
a people imbued with true democratic traditions, the party strife that 
developed during tliese years was no more than a duplication of what 
was going on all over Europe in an effort to meet and solve manifold 
post-war problems. A parallel can easily be found in the party strife of 
France, which was waged by an inordinately large number of parties 
ranging all the way from extreme Right to extreme Left, in contrast to 
the two major party system across the Channel in Britain and across 
the Atlantic in the United States. 

The Royalist-Republican dispute, aggravated by personal animosi- 
ties and aggrandizement, became the fundamental issue in Greek poli- 
tics. It hinged on the personality of M. Venizelos, who became Prime 
Minister in 1928 as the representative of Republicanism and remained in 
control until 1933. The bad economic situation of Greece and tire dis- 
content produced by defects and abuses in administration finally 
brought his regime to an end. 

In 1933 the Royalists returned to power. A Republican revolt in 
March, 1935, was suppressed by General Kondylis, who became Prime 
Minister by a coup d’etat in October of the same year. A stage- 
managed plebiscite showed 97 per cent in favor of the restoration of the 
Monarchy. King George returned from London and politely dismissed 
General Kondylis. 

The last general elections in Greece were held on January 26, 1936, 
after the return of the king. They gave no majority to any single 
party. As a result, a coalition party government was formed, first under 
Professor Demerjis and later, after his death, under General Metaxas, 

^Kaltchas, Nicholas, Introduction to the Constitutional History of Model n Greece (New Yoik: 
Columbia University Press, 1940), pp. 149 £F. 
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the leader of a small parliamentary group. Metaxas forthwith pre- 
sented a comprehensive program, adjourned Parliament, and promised 
to govern under an Enabling Act. On August 4, 1936, however, ac- 
cusing the Communists of threatening to call a general strike, the 
Premier declared a state of emergency, dissolved the Chamber, and con- 
tinued to govern by royal decree. Thus the Metaxas dictatorship was 
born. It was in the midst of reconstructing the life of the nation, 
financially, internally, and militarily, when the Fascist blow involved 
Greece in World War II. 

Greece and World War II 

At the outbreak of World War II, Greece’s relations with her neigh- 
bors were quite friendly on the whole. The ill-feeling resulting from 
the Turkish war of 1922 and the expulsion of the Asia Minor Greeks 
had been replaced by cordial relations. Although Bulgaria wanted 
direct access to the Aegean Sea, Sofia made a declaration of neutrality 
soon after the beginning of the war. The Greek-Albanian frontier in 
the Epirus was not a burning issue, and Greek-Yugoslav relations were 
extremely friendly. There was, however, a distinct and well-founded 
Greek mistrust of Italy. Moreover, Germany was more than faintly in- 
terested in Greece, and Goering, Goebbels, and Schacht had visited the 
country together with numerous trade agents and “tourists.” 

In the Nazi Drang nach Osten, the Balkans formed a first-rate sphere 
of influence for Hitler. But Mussolini thought difierently; he held 
that Dalmatia, Croatia, and Greece should fall to Italy’s share of the 
spoils. How these two modern “conquistadors” ultimately settled their 
differences is not known, but Mussolini believed that his chance lay in 
getting there first. And he did — though he often later wished he 
hadn’t. 

He made a good beginning in Albania, his faithful ally, by landing 
his legions on Good Friday, April 7, 1939, to prepare the way for the 
final attack against Greece. Thereupon Britain and France offered 
Greece a territorial guarantee against aggression — a gesture at no time 
demanded by the Greek Government. This was followed by a note 
signed on September 12, 1939, by the Duce himself, in which he sol- 
emnly declared that “no military action whatsoever” was contemplated 
against Greece. 

But a year later, at 3:00 a.m. on October 28, 1940 — “another day that 
will live in infamy” — an Italian ultimatum was handed to Prime Min- 
ister Metaxas demanding a decision by 6 a.m. Actually, the Italian 
hordes in Albania had crossed the Greek frontier at 5:30, discounting 
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in advance the emphatic refusal of the Greek premier to heed the ulti- 
matum. Mussolini was in a great hurry. He felt confident that his 
armies, strongly reinforced and far superior to the Greeks in both equip- 
ment and numbers, would rapidly overrun Greece. He was “misled.” 
His legions were held and in four weeks defeated and chased back to 
the edge of the Adriatic — as gallant a campaign by a resolute people 
fighting for their homeland as World War II produced. 

After five months of frustration and defeat, Mussolini was finally 
rescued by his Axis partner in crime — and with him, a number of proud 
and bemedalled generals: Soddu, Visconti-Prasca, Cavallero, and even 
Badoglio himself. All met the “contemptible little” Greek army — and 
regretted it. On April 6, 1941, the German hordes attacked from Bul- 
garia — a country adept at stabbing friends and neighbors in the back — 
and through Yugoslavia — a house divided among the Serbs, the Croats, 
and the fifth columnists. In spite of the belated but eager help of the 
British, the Nazis succeeded in occupying the entire Greek mainland 
within a month. A three-pronged rule of occupation was introduced: 
the Nazis stayed in the large cities and ports, such as Atliens, Piraeus, 
Salonica, and Patras; the Italians took over the outlying districts; and 
the Bulgarians sneaked up, for their share in the spoils, into western 
Thrace and Greek Macedonia (except for Salonica). 

Though the mainland was quickly overrun by the Nazis, the king 
and his Tsouderos government, with the remnants of the army, trans- 
ferred to the island of Crete, where they continued the unequal fight for 
four more weeks. By doing so, the Greeks gave the British time to 
prepare against the Axis menace in Egypt and delayed by that much 
the Nazi attack against the Soviets. The king and his government 
were finally forced to abandon Crete and go into exile in London and 
then in Cairo. They waged war from there until October, 1944, when 
the government under Premier George Papandreou, a former Venizelos 
adherent, returned to Athens, following the defeat and expulsion of the 
Nazis. 


The Cost of the Axis Occupation 

The modern rule of tyranny over Greece lasted from April, 1941, to 
the fall of 1944. It exacted a terrible toll in lives and wealth. Over 
half a million of the Greek population died of starvation; almost 75,000 
people were shot by German, Italian, and Bulgarian firing squads; and 
350,000 were arrested or sent to the dreadful concentration camps that 
dotted the country from one end to the other. No less than 150,000 
innocent men, women, and children were forced to abandon their 
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homes in Thrace and Macedonia in favor of Bulgarian setders, and 
a great number of them were carried to Bulgaria for slave labor and 
eventual extermination. Approximately 1600 cities, towns, and vil- 
lages, including numerous monasteries and churches of irreplaceable 
antiquity, were razed to the ground either for sheltering guerrilla 
patriots, for assisting Allied airmen to escape, or for other reasons. As 
a result, mor^ than a million and half people — one-fifth of the popula- 
tion of Greece — were rendered homeless and destitute. Another mil- 
lion are sufiering from tuberculosis, malaria, and other diseases. Of the 
Greek merchant maritie, consisting at the start of the war of 450 freight- 
ers (2,600,000 tons), 69 passenger ships (150,000 tons), 716 sailing ships 
(over 30 tons each), and 1,100 other small boats of all kinds, Greece lost 
through enemy action 364 freighters (2,100,000 tons), 65 passenger 
ships (110,000 tons), 19 salvage tugs, and most of her sailing vessels, a 
total of well over two million tons. For a nation of limited resources, 
these losses were appalling. They pointed up the inevitability of a long 
and arduous road to relief, reconstruction, and rehabilitation, a road 
impossible to travel without substantial Allied assistance. 

Despite all this, the morale of the Greek people remained high during 
the occupation. Guerrilla bands were harassing the Italians and Bul- 
garians as early as die autumn of 1941. One important guerrilla group 
was the ELAS (National Popular Liberation Front), controlled by the 
EAM (National Liberation Movement), a left wing organization which 
had formerly opposed Metaxas. Other large bodies were the EDES 
(National Democratic Greek Army), which favored monarchical prin- 
ciples, and the EKKA (National Movement of Social Progress) . After 
the Italian collapse, EAM secured the lion’s share of abandoned Italian 
arms. Fighting, skillfully fomented by the Germans, took place be- 
tween the forces of EAM and E DES during 1943-1944. 

The guerrilla civil war was only one of the political differences in 
Greece. The whole problem of the form of the Greek Government 
came to a head. King George II was unpopular with the underground 
movement in Greece and was asked not to return until a plebiscite had 
been held to determine the future of the Monarchy. Unrest and dis- 
trust of British motives with regard to King George mounted rapidly 
in liberal Greek circles everywhere. 


Liberated Greece 

In September, 1944, the ELAS and the EDES finally established 
fighting unity, both recognizing the authority of the government-in- 



THE BALKANS 


550 

exile. Thus a coalition government came into being, representing all 
anti-Nazi political movements in Greece. 

In 1941, British forces had joined the heroic Greek armies in a vain 
effort to stem the German tide. In October, 1944, they were back 
again. Working hand in hand with those Greek underground forces 
that did not know the word surrender, they chased the Germans before 
them. By the beginning of November, the whole of Qrcece was lib- 
erated. After three and a half years in exile, the Greek Government 
returned to Athens. 

But Premier Papandreou found himself confronted by political as 
well as humanitarian problems. The EDES were anti-Bulgarian and 
anti-Russian. As Rightists, they wanted Greece to profit from the war 
by annexing as much neighboring territory as possible; they also wanted 
the nation to continue in Britain’s sphere of influence and to get British 
support for an expansionist program. The EAM, as leftists, had wider 
popular support. Although dominated by the Greek Communist 
Party, their ideas pointed toward a democratic rather than a Soviet sys- 
tem of government. They were friendly toward Russia and concerned 
more with internal reforms than with territorial expansion. 

Greece’s forty-two days of civil war from December 3, 1944, to Jan- 
uary, 1945, were among the saddest and most tragic events of World 
War II. Upon her liberation, Greece was in a situation analogous to 
that when she attained her independence in 1829, after an eight-year 
war against the Ottoman Empire. Everything was in ruins. Every- 
thing had to be rebuilt: homes, towns, communications, finances, econ- 
omy, institutions. How did the tragedy of civil war come about on 
top of this catastrophe? 

The civil strife in Greece developed between the National Liberation 
Front (EAM), and its military arm, the ELAS, on the one hand, and 
the government-in-exile which returned to Athens on October 14, 1944, 
with the support of British military forces, on the other. The roots of 
the conflict can be found in the British policy toward Greece. 

The British had kept a tight grip on the Tsouderos government in 
Cairo for the three years it remained the nominal Greek Government. 
Churchill’s desire to keep this government in being until the liberation 
and to maintain King George II on the Greek throne was frankly stated 
in successive public addresses. He succeeded at Casablanca in obtain- 
ing an agreement from President Roosevelt that, as between Britain and 
the United States, Britain was to have complete charge of Allied mili- 
tary operations and corollary diplomatic policy in the Middle East and 
the Balkans. 
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Meanwhile, in Greece, the National Liberation Front became the 
most powerful resistance movement and left no doubt regarding its 
views on the question of the king: he was not to return to Greece until 
a plebiscite should decide whether he was to be restored to the throne. 
They also made it plain that the Tsouderos government, in their eyes, 
was a shadow government drawing its authority solely from the king, a 
successor to the Metaxas dictatorship, a regime in no way representative 
of the fighting people of Greece. When this became clear to the Brit- 
ish Foreign Office, its policy veered away from support of the EAM 
and shifted to EDES, whose leadership acknowledged the authority of 
the king. 

On the return to Athens, the Greek government of British choice, 
headed by George Papandreou, found control of the country in the 
hands of the EAM. But the ELAS troops were barred from Athens, 
and the Greek Mountain Brigade fighting in Italy and alleged to con- 
sist of pro-royalist elements was quickly brought to Athens by the Brit- 
ish. All resistance forces were directed by the British General Scobie 
to surrender their arms and disband by December 10. The EAM asked 
that the Mountain Brigade be also disbanded ; the government retorted 
that these forces were part of the regular Greek army. The resulting 
civil war and British armed intervention served the general purpose of 
proving that the policy of separate spheres of influence of the Great 
Powers was a fatahmistake. 

The bloody conflict forced Churchill’s dramatic Christmas Day plane 
trip to Athens. On his return to London on December 29, 1944, 
Churchill summoned King George and urged him to agree to a Re- 
gency. The next day George appointed Archbishop Damaskinos as 
Regent. By his declaration the king virtually renounced his throne, 
unless the people of Greece, in a free election,, should call him back to 
rule. 

Damaskinos’ first act was to accept the resignation of the Papandreou 
Cabinet. A new government was formed under General Nicholas 
Plastiras. On February 12, a Peace Protocol was signed between the 
EAM and the government which secured Greek unity. But it is clear 
that the Monarchy-Republic issue, which plagued Greece before, dur- 
ing, and after World War I, was still the basic question of Greek 
politics in 1945. 

Claims and Aspirations of Greece 

In view of what happened in 1940-41, Greece is demanding that cer- 
tain of her claims, just and long past due, be recognized by her allies 
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and redeemed — preferably before the Peace Conference. Amply safe- 
guarded by the Atlantic Charter and the Declaration of the United 
Nations, these claims cover mainly the unredeemed Greeks of the 
Dodecanese Islands, those living in northern Epirus, certain territorial 
adjustments in the frontiers of Greece and Bulgaria, and the islanders 
of Cyprus.® 

The Greek claim on the Dodecanese Islands, tvhere Hippocrates was 
born, is underlined by the principle of nationality. According to an of- 
ficial report,® their aggregate population of 140,000 was “over 80% 
Greek Orthodox . . . bitterly opposed to the . . . Italian occupation.” 
The remainder comprised Turks, Jews, and a limited number of fam- 
ilies of Italian officials. The Turks, who occupied the islands before 
1912, have not raised any objection to the Greek claim of incorporating 
the islands into the Greek nation, to which they belonged from time 
immemorial. As for the Italians, it took a Second World War to drive 
them out of their illegitimate possession, while anti-fascist Italian lead- 
ers, such as Count Sforza and the Mazzini Society in the United States, 
openly admit that the islands must be returned to Greece at the earliest 
possible moment, at long last carrying out the resolution of the United 
States Senate of May 17, 1920, to the effect that the Dodecanese, “where 
a strong Greek population predominates, should be awarded to 
Greece.” 

The claim on northern Epirus is also endorsed by the Senate resolu- 
tion, because it is likewise based on ethnological grounds. It dates 
back to ancient times, when the territory was a center of Hellenic cul- 
ture and continued as such down to the time of the Ottoman rule and 
thereafter. Its population of 225,000 is predominantly Greek, and the 
three principal cities of Koritsa, Argyroskastron, and Aghioi Saranta 
arc as Greek as Athens itself. After the war of independence of 1821, 
many attempts to liberate Epirus were frustrated, mainly because of 
Italian pressure to keep the way open into the Balkan peninsula 
through this backdoor of Albania. This plan was put into operation 
by Mussolini through the occupation of Albania in 1939, followed by 
the attack on Greece in 1940. Thus, on additional grounds of national 
defense, the Greeks are resolved to press their demand for a just and 
honorable solution of the Albanian question. 

The same reasoning applies to the claim for a territorial readjustment 

® Diamantopoulos, Cimon P., ‘‘Greece’s National Aim: The Historical and Ethnological Back- 
ground,” The Annals of The American Academy of Political and Social Science, CCXXXII 
(March, 1944), pp. no-115. 

® “Report of the American Territorial Experts to the Paris Peace Conference,” January 21, 

1919- 
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of the Greek'Bulgarian frontier in the so-called Petrich Department. 
The object is to prevent future attacks on Greece by Bulgaria, a country 
that in 30 years has embarked three times upon wars of aggression 
and has pursued policies of rape and murder in order to satisfy her 
so-called “legitimate” aims, all dominated by a desire to enslave alien 
peoples and to confiscate their properties. As a matter of national de- 
fense, Greece has a strong claim against a neighbor who cannot be 
trusted. The solution of the Bulgarian problem must parallel that 
imposed on Germany. 

The question of the return of the island of Cyprus to Greece is in- 
exorably bound up with post-war settlements. Cyprus was ceded to 
Britain by Turkey in the Treaty of Berlin of 1878, and has remained in 
British hands ever since. Prime Minister Churchill did not intend to 
preside over the dissolution of the British Empire, but Cyprus is pre- 
dominantly Greek and should be united with the Greek nation. The 
difficulty may be overcome by granting the British a naval base by an 
arrangement similar to those in the Caribbean and in Newfoundland 
between Britain and the United States. 

Full satisfaction of these claims is dictated by the principles for which 
the United Nations have fought. . The birthplace of true democracy, 
Greece has been fighting tyranny for all mankind for over 3,000 years. 
She is now at the crossroads of history. Only complete restoration of 
both her lands and her people will take her back on the road of pros- 
perity and will enable her to occupy the position she deserves in the 
councils of the new world emerging from the “tears and sweat” of the 
war. 
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TURKEY (1918-1945) 


Geopolitical Factors 

T 

J- HE present area of Turkey^, within the frontiers fixed by the 
Treaty of Lausanne of 1923, is 296,346 square miles (of which 13,012 
square miles are in Europe). This is approximately equal to the com- 
bined areas of New York, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Illinois, Indiana, and 
Michigan. The sanja\ of Alexandretta was ceded to Turkey by 
France on June 23, 1939 (area 1,930 square miles). The frontiers run 
from the Black Sea along the rivers Tundza and Maritsa to the Aegean 
Sea, comprising Turkey-in-Europe or Eastern Thrace. This region is 
bounded by Greece on the south and west, by Bulgaria on the north. 
Eastward from the Black Sea, the Turkish frontiers meet those of the 
Caucasian Soviet Republics of Armenia, Azerbaijian, and Georgia, 
then run south of Mount Ararat to Persia, Iraq, and Syria. The Medi- 
terranean forms the western boundary of Anatolia (a Greek name 
meaning 'land of the sunrise”) and Asia Minor. The landscape of 
Turkey-in- Asia consists mostly of mountains, valleys, and plateaus. 
There are few lakes and marshes. Turkey’s chief cities are the new 
capital of Ankara with 166,500 population; Constantinople or Istanbul 
with 883,600; Smyrna or Izmir with 220,530; and Adana with 90,000.^ 
The total population of Turkey was given by the census of October 20, 
1940, as 17,870,000. 

Turkey’s strategic position derives from the possession of Istanbul 
and the Straits on the land route between Asia and Europe, command- 
ing the passage between the Mediterranean to the south and the Black 
Sea to the north. The city and the Straits have cost humanity more 
in blood and suffering than any other single place. Since 1815, they 
have been an outstanding objective of diplomatic intrigue. Rivalries, 
hatreds, and suspicions radiating from the Straits caused a number of 
wars in the nineteenth century. Possession of Constantinople was the 

^ Annuaire Statistique de Turquie (Ankara, 1936/37). 
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main Russian goal in the First World War; the same eternal city and 
the narrow Straits upon which it stands are an important stake in the 
peace settlements to follow the Second World War. 

After the conquest of Constantinople in 1453, the Turks excluded all 
foreign ships from the “virgin waters” of the Black Sea by closing the 
Bosporus until the arrival of the Russians in 1774 forced the opening 
of the Straits and broke Turkish power to command such a monopoly 
of shipping. The same privilege of free passage was conferred on the 
other powers as a matter of course, although the Turkish right to pro- 
hibit warships from passing through the Straits was retained. This 
right was recognized by treaty in 1840, and was reaffirmed in the Con- 
vention of the Straits of 1841 to the end that: “So long as the Porte is 
at peace, His Highness (the Sultan) will admit no Foreign Ships of 
War into the Straits.” 

The Treaty of Lausanne (1923) provided for the demilitarization of 
both the European and Asiatic shores of the Bosporus and the Darda- 
nelles and insured freedom of passage under an International Straits 
Commission, presided over by Turkey and acting under the auspices 
of the League of Nations. Later, the Convention of Montreux of 1936 
abolished the commission, transferred its functions to Turkey, and 
empowered her to refortify the Dardanelles and to close the Straits to 
warships of all nations during a war in which she was not a belligerent.^ 

Turkey-in-Europe is well-served with railways and the main line 
carries the Orient Express to Istanbul. Turkey-in-Asia has four main 
rail lines. One runs to Ismid, Eshi-Shehir, and Ankara; another from 
Eshi-Shehir to Afion-Karahisar and Smyrna; a third from Smyrna to 
Konia and Adana; and the fourth from Smyrna to Panderma on the 
sea of Marmora, and thence south to Aidin and Egirdir. The total 
rail trackage in 1937 was 6,849 kilometers, or 4,619 miles, of which only 
509 kilometers were privately owned, as against 2,352 kilometers pri- 
vately owned in 1924. The tendency has been for the state to buy in all 
private lines and to extend rail transportation as fast as rails can be laid. 
Coastwise shipping is confined to 125 Turkish ships, aggregating 190,800 
tons. It is forbidden to vessels of foreign registry. There are two main 
air lines, the Aero Espresso and Air France. Turkey possesses 25,274 
miles of national highways and county and municipal roads. 


^Shotwell, J. T., and De 4 k, Francis, Turkey at the Straits (New York: Macmillan, 1940), 
passim. See also; Birge, J. K., ‘"Turkey Between Two World Wars,” Foreign Policy Reports, 
XX, No. 16 (1944); Tobin, C. M,, Turkey, Key to the East (New York: Putnam, 1944); 
Frechling, L. E., “Allied Strategy in the Near East,” Foreign Policy Reports, XVII, No. 22 
(1942). 



TURKEY 


557 


Economic Factors 

A few decades ago, Turkey was sparsely populated, backward in its 
industrial and agricultural development, anemic in its finances, and 
untouched by the enlightenment of the West, with the notable excep- 
tion of the Christian populations inhabiting Turkey’s large cities and 
dotting the western shores of Asia Minor. In the interior, agriculture 
was the natural occupation of a primitive, land-loving peasantry, who 
enjoyed a good climate, sheltered coastlands, fertile river valleys, and 
a rich productive soil. After the revolution, Turkish leaders realized 
that improvements in agriculture were urgently needed. To that end, 
they introduced agricultural implements and machinery, built mills 
and factories, and established banks and credit cooperatives supervised 
and often owned by the state. 

Only about 20 per cent of the total area of Turkey is under cultiva- 
tion, engaging approximately 81 per cent of the population. The 
most important product is tobacco, followed by cereals, figs, olive oil, 
and livestock. The country is rich in coal, with an annual output 
reaching three million tons; it enjoys a world monopoly in meer- 
schaum and has large sources of copper, manganese, and emery; it 
contributes a quarter of the world’s chrome output; and it produces 
such other minerals as gold, zinc, tin, and salt. Fisheries constitute 
an important factor in its national wealth. 

In 1929 an appropriation of $120,000,000. — a rather large sum for 
Turkey — was authorized to provide funds for new railways, ports, 
breakwaters, irrigation, and reclamation. This was followed in 1934 
by an industrial five-year plan which sought to set up such basic pro- 
duction industries as steel, copper, and chemicals, to turn out such con- 
sumption goods as textiles, and to exploit the mineral wealth of the 
country. It was supplemented by a four-year industrial plan in 1938 
which aimed to enlarge the steel industry, to industrialize eastern 
Turkey, to modernize certain Black Sea harbors, and to build up the 
merchant marine.® 

The financial situation of Turkey is complicated by her heritage 
from the past. Although Turkey paid no reparations for World 
War I, she is still saddled with a very large foreign debt. The bulk of 
the revenue is derived from direct taxation, most of it internal. Tar- 
iffs are low. Indirect taxes are also heavy and the prosperity of the 
country suffers from the inability of new enterprises to survive taxa- 
tion in their early stages. National defense is by far the largest item 

^Lengyel, Emil, Turkey (New York: Random House, 1941), pp. 424 ff- 
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of expense, averaging between one-third and one-half of both ordinary 
and extraordinary budgets. It amounted to 44 per cent in 1931-32, but 
went up to 57 per cent in 1937. Since then it has overshadowed all 
other state expenditures, of which 26 per cent goes to the public debt, 
8 per cent to public instruction, and 4 per cent to public health and 
welfare. 

Taxation was originally borne chiefly by the rural population, and 
this fact in itself was a serious cause of friction between farmers and 
city people. In order to win over the peasant, who did not regard the 
reforms of the Kemalist regime with enthusiasm, the government 
abolished tithes, which lay heavily on the agricultural classes, and re- 
duced military service to 18 months. The resulting deficit was met by 
a heavier taxation of the urban population. In 1942, it took the form 
of a tax on wealth which provoked widespread repercussions inside the 
country and abroad. 

This so-called “Varlik Vergisi Law” assessed the wealth and extraordi- 
nary profits of all persons possessing wealth and eari^ng profits, citi- 
zens and aliens alike, who resided in Turkey and were between 18 and 
55 years of age. It did not apply to women, invalids, and farmers. 
Those unable or unwilling to pay were compelled to work in any part 
of the country in public service, which simply meant forced labor and 
concentration camps. By this capital levy the Turks sought to pro- 
vide needed funds for their national defense, to halt inflation, and, 
most significant of all, to reduce the influence and prestige of Turkey’s 
so-called “minorities” — Greeks, Armenians, Jews, Italians, et al. The 
law was administered by special commissions required to enforce the 
assessments within 15 days from the date of notification, otherwise to 
send delinqyents to camps of public service established for the purpose. 
In the closing days of 1943, such camps “housed” about 30,000 inmates. 

Strong protests by the Greek Government and friendly “advice” 
given to President Inonu by President Roosevelt and Prime Minister 
Churchill at the Cairo Conference in December, 1943, resulted in halt- 
ing further execution of the law and the release of the people held in 
concentration camps. The law did not prevent inflation, but it did 
bring in from collections in Istanbul alone, where the effect on minori- 
ties was catastrophic, the sum of 344,000,000 Turkish pounds as com- 
pared to estimates for the entire country given out by Premier Sara- 
coglou himself of not more than 250,000,000 Turkish pounds.* 


^Turkish Official Gazette, No. 5255 of November 12, 1942, and C. L. Sulzberger, The New 
Yor\ Times, September 9, 10, ii, 12, and 13, 1943. 
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Social Conditions 

The people of Turkey have lived for centuries under two handicaps. 
One was the doctrine of kismet, which meant a fatalism inculcated by 
Islam and characteristic of most countries in the East. The other was 
the oppression of the environment, both physical and human. The 
latter was represented by government officials and money-lenders. 
Villagers and townspeople were compelled to borrow from usurers at 
ruinous rates; they were robbed by dishonest tax collectors; they were 
periodically required to contribute their horses to the army and their 
meager savings to the Sultan’s treasury. 

The outstanding achievement of the Nationalists has been the intro- 
duction of a number of reforms carried out with great zeal and single- 
ness of purpose. The Turkey of today bears little resemblance to the 
Turkey of yesteryear. The old dynasty of the Osmanlis was expelled; 
the Caliphate was abolished; all educational and scientific institutions 
were attached to the Ministry of Public Instruction; ecclesiastical semi- 
naries and their vast properties were confiscated for state purposes; 
religious corporations were eliminated; missionary activities were sup- 
pressed; foreigners were guaranteed equal rights; the so-called capitu- 
latory or extra-territorial system (see Chapter XIII) was scrapped; the 
fez and the turban for men were removed and women were unveiled ; 
all ancient fashions of salutation and salaam were discarded; Persian 
and Arabic words and phrases were banished from Turkish literature; 
harem and eunuch practices were destroyed; the Moslem Friday was 
barred in favor of the Christian Sunday; old festivals vanished; and 
everything reminiscent of the anden regime was regarded with dis- 
favor. Even the old tides of Pasha, Bey, and Eflfendi were abolished 
in 1934 and everybody was required to adopt a family name. 

Next came the. overhauling of judicial administration, which in the 
past had been so deficient and so ridden with fraud and corruption as 
to justify fully the extra-territorial rights of foreigners. The old sys- 
tem of law, before the National Assembly revised the constitution, was 
based on the Sunni Moslem law that was religious in both origin and 
sanction. It did not apply to infidels (non-Moslems). 

This was changed in 1924 and a new judicial system was organized 
on a secular basis. It was followed in 1926 by a new Civil Code based 
upon the Swiss Code, a Penal Code along Italian lines, a Commercial 
Code, and a Debtors Law. Among other things, these changes 
brought about the abolition of polygamy, granted equal rights to 
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women, and liberalized marriage and divorce. It is symptomatic of 
the change in Turkish jurisprudence that divorces, which were un- 
known among Moslems before 1920, numbered 2,127 193° and 21,- 

693 in 1936. 

The most troublesome question that modern Turkey inherited from 
the defunct Empire was the problem of minorities. This was partly 
solved in 1923 by an exchange of populations between Turkey and 
Greece, although it caused a serious dislocation of the Turkish na- 
tional economy. Whatever minorities still remain are concentrated 
in Istanbul. They are estimated at 180,000 Greeks, 80,000 Armenians, 
4,000 Bulgarians, and 71,000 Jews, of whom 9,000 are scattered through- 
out Turkey. Statistics as to the total number of Kurds, Circassians, 
Armenians, Arabs, and other nationalities living in the interior of 
Turkey are not available. 

In this connection, it should be noted that modern Turkey has aban- 
doned the old Ottoman idea of ruling many races and nationalities as 
distinct and separate groups or minorities. Instead, it has adopted an 
uncompromising nationalism which seeks to assimilate all subject 
races and, if this is impossible, to exterminate or expel them. This 
policy provoked a serious revolt by the Kurds in the eastern part of 
Anatolia in 1924-25. It was crushed with much loss of life and 
wealth. The Kurds, who had a highly developed sense of nationality 
and fiercely resented Kemal’s reforms, were almost exterminated. 

Cultural Developments 

Nomadic life, and then world conquest, left little time for the Turk 
to engage in arts and letters. It was from his neighbor — the Persian — 
that he learned to appreciate the lyrical word. In early poems, he 
glorified the Prophet and sang the bliss of love. Subsequently, he 
kept the flames of the conquering spirit ablaze by chanting about the 
victories of the past. The growth of letters in any other form was 
banned; literature and Islam were mutually inclusive. This explains 
why letters and revolt grew together. The leader of the new literati, 
Ziya Gokalp, became the Voltaire of the Turkish revolution. The 
Turks began learning languages, their bookstores were flooded with 
translations, and new cultural horizons inspired the young people. 

The bulk of the population, however, still remains illiterate. In 
1935, illiteracy was given at 76.7 per cent for men and 91.8 per cent 
for women. It is not surprising that the law of 1929, which intro- 
duced the compulsory use of Latin characters in place of the old 
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Arabic, was not such a gigantic educational problem as it would have 
l)cen in any more educated country. Education is fostered by an ever- 
growing number of public schools, which are patterned after the Brit- 
ish elementary schools. Higher education is provided by a Law 
School in Ankara, Istanbul University, and 15 other vocational schools 
for mechanical training, agriculture, forestry, and other specialized 
subjects. Outstanding foreign institutions of higher learning include 
the American College for Women and Robert College, both in Istan- 
bul, founded and maintained by the Near East College Association of 
New York. Their graduates are admitted to post-graduate studies in 
the United States without further examination. 

Dictatorship 

In October, 1923, Turkey became a Republic, with Mustapha Kemal 
Pasha as its first President. Although national sovereignty theoreti- 
cally resides in the National Assembly, Kemal showed decided tend- 
encies toward a personal dictatorship. As a result, an opposition was 
fathered by Reouf Bey and Kara-Bekir Pasha to keep the young re- 
public on a more democratic basis. It was called the Republican Pro- 
gressive Party (1924). When the Kurds revolted at the harsh meas- 
ures of the government in carrying out Kemal’s reforms, the latter 
seized the opportunity to strike at the opposition by enacting the so- 
called “law of maintenance of order.” The revolutionary tribunals of 
independence were revived ; a reign of terror overtook the opposition ; 
freedom of speech, press, and assembly was evaded. In general, Kemal 
wielded unbounded power. 

Such activity was possible under the constitution of 1921, revised in 
1924 and amended in 1934. Its provisions vest ultimate executive and 
legislative power in the Grand National Assembly of 429 deputies, who 
are elected for four years by universal suffrage. The executive power 
is directly exercised through the President, elected for four years by the 
assembly, and through a council of ministers chosen by the President. 
In practice, therefore, the President has absolute powers under the 
constitution. Moreover, he is the titular head of the only legal party, 
the People’s party. 

This merger of Party and State was further strengthened in 1936, 
when much of the party organization was dissolved, all of its provin- 
cial chairmen were replaced by the provincial governors, and the office 
of the national secretary general of the party was taken over by the 
Minister of Interior. The constitution was amended on February 5, 
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1937, to include all of the six basic principles of the Party by proclaim- 
ing that “Turkey is a Republic which is nationalist, populist, statist, 
secular, and revolutionary.” 

In other words, Party and State in Turkey are both synonymous 
and co-terminal. The result is an omnipotent but paternal govern- 
ment. The affairs of the nation are administered for the general wel- 
fare by representatives duly elected by the people; the latter, however, 
are given no alternatives either of program or of candidates. The ene- 
mies of the party are enemies of the state and by the same token ene- 
mies of the people. 

There is some justification for this development. Self-government 
in the Empire as a whole would have meant the peaceful cooperation 
of many embittered and oppressed peoples with the masters who had 
long tyrannized over them. This could never be more than a sum- 
mer night’s dream. It is not surprising that the experiment of con- 
stitutional government in Turkey today still has far to go before a true 
democratic form of administration can be evolved. It is of necessity 
that “Turkey is still being ruled by an autocratic oligarchy under the 
outward veil of constitutional government.”® 

Republican Leadership 

The overwhelming defeat of Turkey in World War I was followed 
in the short interval of three years by a revival that was almost miracu- 
lous. After their victory over the Ottoman Empire, a foregone con- 
clusion from the outset of the war, the Allies incorporated in the Treaty 
of Sevres of August 10, 1920, all their plans for the extinction of the 
old House of Osmanli from Europe and Asia Minor alike. It was a 
humiliating treaty; its harsh terms surpassed any the Osmanlis had 
imposed on subject peoples in previous years. When it was ratified by 
the Sultan, both he and the treaty were denounced by Kemal and his 
Nationalists, who succeeded in arousing the people to revolt by adopt- 
ing a National Pact, setting up a National Assembly, and establishing 
a rival government in Ankara. 

The extraordinary renaissance that followed was due to a combina- 
tion of forces and events. The most dynamic factors that contributed 
to the success of the revolution, however, were die genius, the energy, 
and the intense nationalism of one man — Mustafa Kemal Pasha, who 
started as a revolutionary at the turn of the century. His personality 
dominated and won the support of his countrymen both in peace and 
in war. He was unquestionably “the first among Turks.” 

® Toynbee, A. J., and Kirkwood, K. P., Turkey (New York: Scribner’s, 1927), p. 186. 
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For whereas the Treaty of Sevres wrote the death-warrant of the 
sprawling colossus of the Ottoman Empire, which was “sick unto 
death,” the subsequent Treaty of Lausanne wrote a new chapter of 
freedom for Turkey “having performed in action its will to live.” 
Primarily through the efforts of one man, there emerged a nation as 
vigorous and progressive as its parent, the defunct Empire, was feeble 
and reactionary; a country as compact and homogeneous as its pro- 
genitor was unwieldy and composite. 

The Republic was proclaimed on October 29, 1923, and a new con- 
stitution, affirming toleration and freedom of conscience, was promul- 
gated the following year. The architect of the amazing revival — 
Kemal — was elected president of both the Assembly and die Republic. 
In 1934, this leader of men adopted the family name of Ataturk or 
“Father of Turks” and changed the Arabic name Kemal to Kamal. 
He died in 1938 at the age of 58. 

Kamal was succeeded by his lifelong friend and collaborator, Ismet 
Inonu, the present president — a soldier, a statesman and a “National 
Chief.” A professional soldier like Kamal, he was a brilliant Chief of 
Staff of the Nationalist forces, which he joined in March, 1920, and 
further distinguished himself immediately after the war at the ensuing 
peace talks. The armistice conference revealed him as a clever diplo- 
mat, while the peace negotiations at Lausanne, where he stubbornly 
held out against the Allies, enhanced his reputation as a shrewd nego- 
tiator. As Foreign Secretary for a year and subsequently as the first 
Prime Minister of the new Republic, he held office with one short in- 
terruption from 1923 until his resignation in 1937. The following 
year he was elected unanimously to succeed his “Ghazi” in the presi- 
dency and was re-elected in 1943. He is now ably assisted by his 
Prime Minister, Shukru Saracoglou, an ex-corporation lawyer. 

World War II 

Under the Mutual Assistance Pacts of 1939 between Turkey and 
Britain and Turkey and France, the Allies agreed to assist Turkey in 
case of aggression by a European Power. Turkey, for her part, under- 
took to join them in case of an act of aggression by a European Power 
leading to war in the Mediterranean or in the event that these two 
powers became engaged in hostilities on account of their guarantee 
given to Greece and Romania in April, 1939. 

Why Turkey did not join World War II, in spite of the acts of ag- 
gression committed by both Italy and Germany leading to war in the 
Mediterranean, is a moot question for historians. There are facts 



THE BALKANS 


564 

available, however, which may give a clue to Turkey’s role in this most 
terrible war of all time. 

Turkey had been a traditional stronghold of German diplomacy in 
the Near East, for her geopolitical situation invites the casting of lines 
to southeastern Europe and deep into the heart of Asia and Africa. 
After 1909, the Kaiser’s diplomats very quickly marched with the 
“Young Turks.” 'With the beginning of Kemal’s rule, however, the 
German Foreign Office entered a difficult period. The creator of the 
new Turkish Republic was a cool realist. Unlike some other authori- 
tarian leaders, he was not deluded by successes, but remained moderate 
and constructive. More than that, he understood Balkan problems. 
After casting off the Ottoman ties, he strove mightily, especially with 
Venizelos and Papanastassiou, both liberal leaders of Greece, for a 
Balkan union. This took the form of a non-aggression pact, signed 
in 1934 by Turkey, Greece, Romania, and Yugoslavia. 

On Hitler’s assumption of power, an attempt was made to ex- 
pand German propaganda in Turkey, concentrating at first on profit- 
channels. When the British-Franco-Turkish pacts were concluded, 
Hitler’s patience was not exhausted, nor did he indulge in his custom- 
ary raving about reprisals. Instead, he sought to win over Ankara by 
economic and diplomatic methods, by resorting to Dr. Schacht’s tra- 
dition, and by dispatching as his personal representative his stirrup- 
holder von Papen. The latter, known as the “sly fox,” was received 
without fear by the Turks. 

Von Papen’s “gifts” of foreign territories were rejected politely but 
firmly, as the Turks were not seeking expansion. However, the 
standard Nazi cliche of the menacing and imminent danger of Bol- 
shevism was sufficiently successful to create a rift between Ankara and 
Moscow. The Adana and Cairo Conferences helped to clear the air 
and obtain some gains for the Allies, which can be summarized as 
limited exports to the Reich (especially chrome) and a strict neutrality 
toward all belligerents.® 

Turkish policy was influenced by two events in 1944. In March, 
the British cut off their supply of tanks, small arms, aircraft, and other 
equipment to Turkey, presumably on the ground that they were out of 
patience with Ankara’s dilatory tactics in making up its mind whether 
to come into the war on the side of the United Nations, or to sit it out 
as a neutral after the Swedish pattern. Too many Turkish interests 
had long been doing too good a business to welcome entrance into the 

® Jackh, Ernest, The Rising Crescent (New York: Farrar and Rinehart, 1944), passim. 
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war. Opposed to them were other Turks who fervently supported the 
United Nations on the bandwagon principle that it would be fatal for 
Turkey to be on the outside during the period of reconstruction. 

The second event that tipped the scales in Turkish calculations was 
the successful invasion of Normandy and the opening of a second front 
in Europe by the Allies. By that time the Turks were both angry and 
anxious. They were angry because they suspected that hidden deals 
were being made behind their backs. They were anxious to enter the 
war in return for certain political guarantees regarding Turkey’s par- 
ticipation in the peace conference, the safeguarding of her post-war 
frontiers, and her dominant Black Sea naval position. The Allies 
could not give iron-clad guarantees of the sort Turkey desired and 
could not see the need for them in view of the Atlantic Charter. 

The breaking off of diplomatic relations by Turkey with tottering 
Germany on August 2, 1944, was symptomatic of the course of inter- 
national events at that time. In January, 1945, Turkey virtuously 
“added a new link” to its “policy of assistance to the Allied cause” and 
made another delayed bid for recognition at the peace table. Ankara, 
in response to “requests” from the Allies, announced the severance of 
diplomatic and economic relations with Japan. 

Turkey’s entry into the war at the eleventh hour (February 23, 1945) 
was a direct reflection of the Yalta Conference. The action had no 
military importance. Ankara made the decision because the “Big 
Three” threatened to exclude it and other neutrals from the world 
security conference at San Francisco. Hence Turkey’s declaration of 
war had more symbolic than actual significance, and was plainly in- 
tended to obtain a voice for Turkey in the peace settlements. 

But Stalin did not permit the delayed “cooperation” to become a 
definite integration of Turkey’s foreign policy with that of Russia. In 
March, 1945, while Soviet troops were edging forward in Central- 
Eastern Europe, Russia denounced her 1925 non-aggression treaty with 
Turkey. Relations with Turkey, said Moscow, “needed considerable 
improvement.” The “improvement” Stalin has in mind is undoubt- 
edly designed to bring Turkey closer to the Soviet orbit. Russia espe- 
cially wants freer use of the Dardanelles as a warm-water outlet to the 
sea. 

The Straits are important to Britain also, as a factor in the security 
of the British Empire. The future of the Dardanelles, and of Russo- 
Turkish relations in general, are vital to the prospects of stability and 
enduring peace. 
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PART V 




Chapter XXVIII 


CENTRAL-EASTERN EUROPE UNDER 
GERMAN OCCUPATION 


German Aims and Plans 

OR generations, the Germans have envisaged a German Middlc- 
European state of sufficient size and power to make the Teutons the 
masters of Europe. At first this idea was expressed in terms of Pan- 
Germanism, which sought to include all German minorities within a 
reasonable distance of the central German core in one solid bloc. The 
ideology of this concept was demonstrated in World War I, when 
German plans for a MittcUEuropa, stretching from the North Sea to 
Asia Minor and including most of Central-Eastern Europe, were 
brought to light. The purpose was obviously to enable the Reich to 
break out of the ring with which her enemies had encircled her and 
gain access to the surplus raw materials and foodstuffs of the Balkans 
and Asia Minor and finally to the markets of the world by way of the 
Mediterranean and the open seas beyond. 

Thougli this project was defeated, Reich leaders never abandoned 
it. The immediate objective of German expansionist planning was 
always domination of the small countries of Central-Eastern Europe 
lying at Germany’s doorstep. By 1918, German power theorists had 
led the people a long way toward acceptance of the idea of the unscru- 
pulous use of force to secure German ends. But it remained for the 
Nazis to carry Hegel’s concept of the God-state and the anti-Christian 
teachings of Nietzsche, Von Treitschke, and Spengler to their logical 
conclusion. 

To the budding power theories of Germany’s empire builders, 
founded on the abstractions of German romanticists and nationalists, 
were added the Darwinian doctrine of survival of the fittest and the 
Marxian materialistic interpretation of history which reduces Hegelian 
dialectic to a matter of the economic conflict of classes. Haushofer 
gathered up these disconnected but parallel doctrines, already thor- 
oughly grounded in German thinking, and fused them into his system 
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of geopolitics. Under Haushofer’s influence, German master-planners 
gave up the outworn argument of Pan-Germanism and replaced it by 
an older notion, now revitalized by the geopoliticists and referred to 
as “space-politics” or national lebensraum. 

Fundamental to this way of thinking was the power-postulate that 
the nation-state, inhabited by a putatively superior race with produc- 
tive capacity and superlative culture, has a natural right to subject 
neighboring states to its purposes if this is necessary, in its own view, to 
realize its utmost capacity as a people. German leaders were obsessed 
with the fear of resumption of the blockade by the sea powers in event 
of another war. They realized that Germany, on her existing terri- 
tory, would never be able to assume a place on a level with other world 
powers unless she could have unhampered access to the means to estab- 
lish military supremacy over her rivals. 

To a power-state, such as Germany came to be, Lebensraum meant 
not only access to the material instruments of war-making, but a com- 
pletely unified political and economic space in which the larger aims of 
the master race could be pursued without obstruction.’ The idea, as 
such, was obviously not new, but the mediods employed were unprece- 
dented in modern times. The cold, inhuman calculation and unex- 
ampled barbarity of the policies employed required a major rationaliza- 
tion to justify them. 

This was supplied by the Nazi race-doctrine. According to this 
principle, the individual becomes a mere cell in the blood-stream of a 
racial community and his worth can be measured only as a living, con- 
tributing part of the national blood-brotherhood. Different races vary 
tremendously in intelligence and capacity for civilized life and should 
be graded in function according to their capacities. The “Aryan race” 
has been the ruling race throughout history, and of all the Aryan race 
the Teutons are the least contaminated with inferior blood. The Teu- 
tons, therefore, are the highest and most deserving of all the races of 
mankind. The stock must be kept pure by preventing mixtures with 
racial inferiors. Races occupying lands needed by the master race for 
Lebensraum must be subdued by force, if necessary, and made to serve 
the needs of the conquerors. 

No moral scruples should deter the masters from employing any 
means necessary to gain their objectives, since these take precedence 
over the rights of racial inferiors whose contributions to human prog- 
ress have been valueless. Yet races differ in worth, from those who 
may be classed as associates to the lowest scum of mankind, the Jews, 

^Rauschning, H., “Hitler Could Not Stop,” Foreign Affairs, XVIIIii (October, 1939), pp. 7-8. 
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upon whom was heaped the blame for most of mankind’s ills.” The 
attack upon the Jews was used to justify initial acts of Nazi violence 
against persons and property, thus giving release to the vengeance and 
envy complexes of the propertyless masses, supplying the Nazis with 
immediate wealth without resort to unpopular heavy taxation, and 
furnishing them with an opening wedge for further encroachments 
upon the institutions of subject peoples. 

The practical aspects of the German plan involved a number of 
difficulties. These included: (i) the methods to be employed to se- 
cure the desired territories; (2) the political organization of subject 
nations in dieir relation to the Reich; (3) the economic organization 
for most efficient use of tlie goods and services of conquered peoples; 
and (4) treatment of captured populations in terms of assimilation, 
de-culturization, elimination, or utilization for labor or military 
purposes. 

In general, German foreign policies prior to World War II aimed 
primarily to break up military alliances against the Reich and to im- 
mobilize enemy states in order to permit the unhindered conquest of 
Germany’s intended victims. Through intimidation, threats, propa- 
ganda, and force. Hitler seized territories almost at will. Nations 
brought under Germany’s sway were classified and treated according 
to their utility in the Nazi master-plan. 

The basic idea of this plan was to create in Europe a mutually com- 
pensating economic system in which the manufactured products of a 
highly industrialized German Reich, plus its Polish and Czechoslovak 
adjuncts, would balance the agricultural products of the remaining 
portions of Greater Germany, compelled to specialize in agrarian pur- 
suits. Success in this grand design, however, depended upon oblitera- 
tion of existing national states, diversion of the loyalties of their peo- 
ples to the Reich, and the cooperation of all of the diverse national 
groups with German plans. Not only the national but the economic 
interests of the non-German peoples in the area were at variance with 
the Nazi scheme. Permanent degradation of all of these peoples to 
the role of agricultural serfs, who would live m poverty in order to 
support their German masters in affluence, offered them few economic 
inducements. 

There was also the problem of securing food surpluses in territories 
which were not self-sufficient in terms of food. Only in some of the 
Balkan States was there a surplus of food production, and their con- 

^Schuman, F. L., “The Political Theory of German Fa{»cism,” W. E. Rapparcl, Source Book, 
on European Gouerntnents (New York: Van Nostrand, 1937), pp. 161-162. 
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tributions were not sufficient to meet the needs of the Third Reich, ex- 
panded far beyond normal by the needs of war and bound to increase 
in the future in proportion to the demands of the 200 million Germans 
envisaged by Reich leaders as constituting the optimum population of 
the Greater Germany to come.* 

The existence of this problem no doubt contributed to the Nazi de- 
sire to reduce the size of populations in various sections. To this 
should be added the perennial conflict of Germans versus Slavs, ren- 
dered critical in the German mind by the more rapid increase of Slavic 
populations vis-a-vis the Germans. As a result of their clever tactics 
and the mistakes of their opponents, the Germans suddenly found 
huge masses of Slavs in the fallen countries of Central-Eastern Europe 
at their mercy. Nazi leaders saw in this fact an unprecedented op- 
portunity to rectify the unequal racial balance and rid themselves of 
extra mouths to feed at a single stroke. 

Nevertheless, the growing need for manpower for war purposes 
placed a check upon tlieir urge to wholesale murder. Hence Berlin’s 
policies throughout the period of occupation were somewhat incon- 
sistent. In their attempts to reconcile opposing purposes, Reich plan- 
ners differentiated between various national groups and sub-groups but 
sometimes shifted abruptly, often in unaccountable ways. Austrians, 
Hungarians, Czechs, Romanians, and Bulgarians were allowed to live, 
though subjected to rigid political control and economic exploitation. 
Czechs, Poles, Slovaks, and Slovenes were given large doses of German 
Kultur. But Jews, unreconciled Poles and Czechs, Serbians, Greeks, 
and Russians, unwilling to submit to slavery or incapable of being Ger- 
manized, were ruthlessly eliminated. 

Germany Moves In 

Austria. Possession of Austria was necessary to Hitler in order to 
block any possibility of aid to Czechoslovakia from the West, and to 
enable him to make use of Austrian manpower and wealth in his cam- 
paign to dominate Europe. Since the Treaties of Versailles and St. 
Germain had orphaned Austria, that country had remained isolated 
from the rest of Central-Eastern Europe — ^partly because of the reluc- 
tance of her leaders to make common cause with Germany’s foes, and 
partly because of the unwillingness of Austria’s neighbors to include 
her in their systems of alliances. A considerable proportion of Aus- 
trian opinion in Austria, including the Catholic Church and its political 
agencies, and many influential members of the ruling classes, favored 
— : 

‘^’Europe Under Hitler (London: Oxford University Press, 1941), pp. lo-ii. 
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anschluss with Germany. The appeasement policies of the Allies 
strengthened this stand. Despite socialist opposition, the National 
Socialist movement was therefore allowed to develop unhindered in 
Austria. Just before the annexation, 25 per cent of the Austrian peo- 
ple were counted as Nazi supporters.^ That made it easy for Hitler 
to move in on Austria. Italian opposition was overcome by Hitler’s 
encouragement of Italian expansionist aims in Africa and his promises 
to Mussolini to redress Italy’s territorial grievances in Europe. 

As noted in Chapter XV, Hitler sent an ultimatum to Austria in 
March, 1938, demanding that the proposed plebiscite to determine the 
attitude of the people toward union with Germany be canceled. As a 
result, Premier Schuschnigg resigned and was replaced by Seyss-In- 
quart, Austrian Nazi leader. The latter then called upon Hitler for 
military support to maintain order. Nazi troops thereupon marched 
into Austria without opposition.® 

Czechoslovakia. The seizure of Austria exposed Czechoslovakia’s 
southern flank to the Nazi advance and gave great impetus to the 
growth of National Socialism among the Sudeten Germans. Henlein, 
their leader, had previously confined himself to demands for autonomy 
for his group. But after Germany’s absorption of Austria, he began 
to demand that Czechoslovakia give up her alliances and her attitude 
of obstruction to Germany’s march to the East, and cooperate whole- 
heartedly instead with Nazi leaders and their work of spreading Na- 
tional Socialist docCrines in the Sudeten area. 'Pxo-ansckluss sup- 
porters had increased from about two-thirds to nearly 85 per cent of 
the Sudeten Germans in May, 1938.® 

Prolonged negotiations between the Czechoslovak government and 
the Sudeten Party followed. The obvious eagerness of French and 
British appeasers to yield to Germany’s demands regarding Czecho- 
slovakia weakened the latter’s stand. In August, Lord Runciman 
arrived in Prague. Aided by Sir Neville Henderson, the British Am- 
bassador to Germany, he took charge of the negotiations. The British 
policy was obviously aimed at getting Prague to yield peacefully to 
Nazi demands, so that France could evade her commitments to-iher 
ally. In September, ignoring substantial Czech concessions. Hitler 
threatened to intervene if the Sudeten affair was not settled immedi- 
ately. 


^ Czcrnin, Ferdinand, ''‘Austria’s Position in Reconstructed Europe,” Annals, CCXXXII (March, 
1944), p. 74. 

°Hanc, J., Tornado Across Eastern Europe (New York: Greystone, 1942), pp. 173 £f. 

^Ibid,, pp. 181-182. 
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Panicky demarches between the French and British foreign offices 
resulted in France’s betrayal of her treaty obligations and Chamber- 
lain’s weak-kneed yielding to Hitler’s demand for the entire Sudcten- 
land. The shameful agreement of Munich followed, when France 
and England signed away Czechoslovakia’s independence. Left to 
face mighty Germany alone, the Czechs were forced to give up the 
Sudetenland and additional territory to Poland and Hungary. The 
subsequent invasion of all of Czechoslovakia in 1939 was the inevitable 
result.^ 

Poland. When the Nazi legions took up positions on die eastern 
Czechoslovak frontier, Poland’s doom was sealed. Threatened from 
the north, west, and southwest by the W ehrmacht, there was little that 
Poland could do, either by diplomacy or war, to hold back the oncom- 
ing flood. To be sure, French and British leaders, frightened at last 
by the duplicity and avid lust for power of the German war machine, 
had guaranteed Poland against a German attack. But Hitler was 
now entrenched behind the Siegfried Line and was confident of his 
ability to hold off the Western Allies until Poland’s armies were de- 
feated. 

Russia was immobilized by tlie non-aggression pact of 1939 and 
later placated by the division of Polish territory. The question of 
Danzig and the Polish Corridor offered a convenient excuse.® Despite 
Russia’s refusal to cooperate, the British refused to re-enact another 
Munich and on August 31, 1939, German armies invaded Poland. 
Within a month, Polish armed resistance was crushed. By the 
German-Soviet agreement, Poland was split approximately in half, 
Germany taking the western part to a line defined by the Narva, Vis- 
tula, Bug, and San Rivers. 

Romania. The year that elapsed between August, 1939, and Au- 
gust, 1940, permitted Germany partially to digest her Polish prey. 
Occupation of Slovakia by German troops put Hitler on Romania’s 
borders, thus opening the way into the Balkans. At the Fuehrer’s 
demand, a conference was held in Vienna on August 30, 1940, pre- 
sumably to prevent a war between Romania and Hungary over 
disputed territory. Actually, Romania was confronted with the al- 
ternative of being treated like Poland or of yielding Transylvania to 
Hungary and accepting German occupation and complete control of 
her economic resources, which were already being exploited by the 

Ibid,, pp. 184-201. 

®See Floyd A. Cave, “The U.S.S.R. and Asia,” in Modern World Politics (New York: Crowell, 
1942), pp. 466, 468. 
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Nazis under an agreement signed in March, 1939. Unable to resist, 
King Carol left the country and Antonescu, the Nazi quisling, took 
over the reins of power.** 

Hungary. Committed to a revisionist policy because of her losses 
in World War I, Hungary received further inducements from Hitler 
to throw in her lot with the Axis Powers. Rewarded by cessions of 
territory from Czechoslovakia and Romania, the Hungarian govern- 
ment readily signed the Tripartite Pact in November, 1940, opened her 
territory to German troops, and reorganized her government to con- 
form to the Nazi model. 

Bulgaria. Hitler’s designs on the Mediterranean and the Near East 
required the subjection of Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, and Greece to Ger- 
man control. Mussolini’s dismal failure in the campaign against 
Greece necessitated Berlin’s intervention to prevent Greece from being 
used as a base of British operations in the Balkans and to permit its use 
by the Wehrmacht as a point of departure for attacks against the Brit- 
ish in the Eastern Mediterranean area. 

So the squeeze play was worked again with Bulgaria as the victim. 
The usual swarm of Nazi agents invaded the kingdom, working up 
pro-German sentiment and dividing public opinion. A slice of Greek 
territory in Thrace was held out to King Boris as bait. The din of 
pro-German agitation drowned out the voices of the pro-Russian peas- 
ants. The government began to pass pro-Axis legislation. Finally, 
on March i, 1941, hoping to gain territory and economic advantages, 
Bulgaria signed the Tripartite Pact and granted free passage to Ger- 
man troops through her territory.*^® 

Yugoslavia. The most convenient route to Greece and the Port of 
Salonica, desired by Hitler as a base for operations in the Near East, 
was via the Vardar River Valley in Yugoslavia. Besides, German 
plans called for the absorption of Slovenia into the inner ring of 
Greater Germany and the use of Serbia as a dumping ground for sur- 
plus populations removed from other areas. Since Yugoslavia was 
now virtually surrounded by Axis forces, the only problem was to 
bring about her downfall as quickly and cheaply as possible. Nazi 
agents provocateurs began to stir up animosities between Serbs and 
Croats and between Greek Orthodox and Roman Catholics. When 
the Nazis judged that the Yugoslav government had reached the 

Strausz-Hupe, R., “Rumanian Nationalism,” Annals, CCXXXII (March, 1944), pp. 88, 90; 
and Bosch, A., The Danube Basin and the German Economic Sphere (New York: Columbia Uni- 
versity Press, 1943), pp. 21 3-2 1 5. 

^®Hanc, ]., op. cit., pp. 242-243, and AnastasoH, Christ, “Bulgaria’s National Struggles,” 
Annals, CCXXXH (March, 1944), p. 105, 
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proper pitch of anxiety. Hitler suddenly demanded, in March, 1941, 
that Yugoslavia should join the Tripartite Alliance. In return, she 
would receive guarantees of continued independence. 

Under the proposed agreement, Yugoslavia would be compelled to 
desist from all anti-Axis activities, place all of her exports under Ger- 
man control, and disband her military forces. Overcome with fear as 
a result of Germany’s invasion of Bulgaria and persuaded by his reac- 
tionary friends, Prince Paul, disregarding the advice of his associates, 
signed the agreement. 

The popular uprising that followed placed young King Peter on die 
throne and led to armed resistance against the Nazi invaders. Lack 
of preparedness and defection of the Croats weakened Yugoslavia’s 
fighting power. On April 13, 1941, Belgrade was taken by the Nazis 
and organized resistance came to an end.^^ 

Greece. Germany attacked Greece at the same time she made war 
on Yugoslavia. Opposition of the small Greek Army (aided by about 
10,000 British troops) was soon overcome. Seizure of Greece (and 
later the island of Crete) gave Germany her long coveted vantage 
point for an attack against Allied positions in Africa and the Near 
East. 

Tur\ey. On April 18, 1941, Germany concluded a non-aggression 
pact with Turkey whereby the latter agreed to refrain from all acts of 
hostility against the Reich. With Turkey immobilized by the friend- 
ship accord and Britain on the defensive, Hitler felt free to attack 
Russia. 

The U.S.S.R, Hitler’s eagerness to seize the riches of the Ukraine 
and his wish to eliminate the Red Army from his flank as he moved 
farther into the Near East, as well as Germany’s urgent need for the 
plentiful supplies of petroleum in the Caucasus, led the Fuehrer into 
his ill-fated war against the Soviets. On June 22, 1941, Hitler’s forces 
attacked the Soviet Union. Much of Western Russia and the Ukraine 
were overrun and occupied for a time by the German Army. 

Political Reorganization of the Occupied Territories 

Territories considered industrially developed or necessary to German 
industry because of valuable raw materials within their borders, and 
which were capable of being Germanized, were incorporated directly 
into Germany. The Nazi aim, where this step was taken, was to split 
up and disintegrate the national territory of the peoples to be ab- 
sorbed, so as to render united action on their part impossible 


^’’Hanc, J.j loc. at., pp 244-246. 
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By a German law and an Austrian constitutional amendment of 
dubious legality, Austria was incorporated into the inner core of 
Greater Germany under the name of Ostmar\. German laws were 
made applicable to the new acquisition and the Austrian economy was 
speedily linked with die Nazi Four-Year Plan. Seyss-Inquart was 
designated as Reich’s Regent and his cabinet became the government 
of the new province. Herr Buerckel was made Reich’s Commissioner 
to supervise Austrian affairs and coordinate Austrian activities with 
those of the German homeland. In April, 1939, the Ostmar\ was sub- 
divided into seven administrative areas corresponding roughly to the 
historic Austrian provinces, each of them headed by a Regent with 
sharply limited powers. 

In the case of Czechoslovakia, the country was ripped to shreds. 
First, the Sudeten borderlands were seized by Berlin, under the Mu- 
nich Agreement. Then the Czechs were forced to cede 3,064 square 
miles of territory in Ruthenia to Hungary, and Teschen was claimed 
and obtained by Poland. As a result, 19,000 square miles of territory, 
inhabited by nearly 5,000,000 people, were lost to the Czechs. 

Incited by the Nazis, Slovak autonomists demanded freedom for 
Slovakia. Fearing complete disintegration, the Czech parliament con- 
sented to a constitutional change which established a separate govern- 
ment for Slovakia under a federal form of state to be called the “Czecho- 
slovak Republic.” In November, 1938, Prime Minister Joseph Tiso 
stated his desire for Slovakia to become a totalitarian state. Political 
parties were dissolved and only one party list was presented in the 
elections held in December. Tiso’s government received a 95 per cent 
majority. The Slovak government supported by Germany, then be- 
gan to demand complete independence, along widi the separation of 
Czech and Slovak military forces. The federal government refused 
to comply and sent armed forces into Slovakia to maintain order, at 
the same time dismissing Tiso’s government. Berlin intervened, stat- 
ing through the press that the action of the federal government was 
contrary to the interests of the German minority in Slovakia and 
threatening to withdraw German protection unless Slovakia pro- 
claimed her independence. The intimidated Slovak parliament weakly 
submitted and on March 14, 1939 proclaimed Slovakia s independence. 

Next, President Hacha and Foreign Minister Chvalkovsky of 
Czechoslovakia were summoned to Berlin and compelled, on March 
15, to sign a declaration accepting annexation by the Reich.^^ Nazi 

“For material in this section, see Czechoslovak Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Fo«r Fightmg 
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troops marched into Prague. On March 16, Hitler’s decree establish- 
ing the Protectorate of Bohemia-Moravia was promulgated. 

Ostensibly creating an autonomous state by setting up a Czech 
cabinet, the decree fully insured German control by providing that the 
President must enjoy the confidence of the Fuehrer in the discharge 
of his office. This aim was even more fully secured by setting up a 
Hitler-appointed Reich Protector in Bohemia-Moravia, whose primary 
duty was to insure that Hitler’s orders were obeyed. To that end, the 
Protector was given a veto on all Czech legislation “which might in- 
jure the Reich,” power to confirm or reject appointments to the Czech 
cabinet, and authority to issue decrees with the force of law. In ad- 
•dition, the Protectorate was excluded from participation in managing 
its own foreign relations; its military defense was entirely in German 
hands and Reich military garrisons were maintained in the territory; 
and all communications, postal facilities, telephones, and customs were 
German-administered. Economic affairs were under a German Min- 
ister of Economics and Labor in the Czech “government,” and Ger- 
man advisors were designated for each Czech Minister.^^ 

Local government was also completely reorganized. In June, 1939, 
a decree was issued dividing Bohemia-Moravia into 19 administrative 
districts, each headed by a German sheriff responsible to the Protector. 
Provincial legislative bodies were abolished, and local councils were 
forced to accept German advisors. German mayors replaced Czechs 
in many cities. No act of any Czech official could go into effect with- 
out German approval. In May, 1942, administradon of the affairs of 
local governments was substantially turned over to the Nazis when 
Czech officials were largely replaced by Germans. The civil service 
was purged of anti-Nazis and all government employees were required 
to be proficient in the German language. Two failures to pass exami- 
nations in German resulted in dismissal. German officers were placed 
in charge of Czech police forces.^^ 

The so-called “Independent Government” of Slovakia differed only 
slightly from the Czech Protectorate in its relations to the Reich. The 
government was somewhat less restricted by German control and, be- 
cause it was more cooperative in its attitude, suffered somewhat less 
from German persecution. On March 15, 1939, Prime Minister Tiso 
invited Germany to place Slovakia under its protection. Nazi troops 
entered the country, established garrisons, took up positions along its 
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frontiers, and constructed fortifications. Slovak military and foreign 
affairs were subjected to German supervision by the treaty of March 
23? 1939- Hitler then allowed Hungary to seize 400 square miles of 
additional Slovakian territory along the Hungarian frontier. 

In practice, the German Ambassador and Military Mission dictated 
the affairs of Slovakia. Political, economic, and monetary matters 
were disposed of largely at the pleasure of the Germans. After the 
Salzburg meeting, in July, 1940, Slovakia was reorganized on National 
Socialist principles. Parliament was emasculated and legislative pow- 
ers were transferred to the cabinet; Gauleiters were appointed for ad- 
ministrative districts; the Hlinka Guard was transformed into an Elite 
Guard; compulsory labor camps were instituted; religion was brought 
under state control; and anti-Jewish measures were adopted. German 
advisors were installed in all Slovak oflSces. Thus the Slovak state be- 
came a helpless tool of the Nazis.^® 

In the case of Poland, as a consequence of the German-Soviet vic- 
tory, Germany received 72,866 square miles of Polish territory contain- 
ing 22,250,000 people. The Nazi plan was to split up this territory 
into two sections, the western part to be incorporated into the Reich 
and the eastern part made into a “protectorate.” The western part 
destined for absorption consisted of 35,714 square miles of territory 
and io,740,ocjo people. This area was organized for purposes of ad- 
ministration- mainly into two provinces: the Reichsgau Wartheland, 
made up of Poznan and a part of central Poland, and the Reichsgau 
Danzig-Westpreussen, comprising the Free City of Danzig and its 
hinterland territory. In addition, a section of north central Poland 
was incorporated into East Prussia as the Gau Ostpreussen. Polish 
Upper Silesia was added to the Gau Oberschlesien. 

The Government General covered an area of 36,862 square miles 
and contained a population of 11,485,000 people. Its capital was 
Cracow and it was headed by a Governor General appointed by Hit- 
ler. Four administrative areas were created: Cracow, Lublin, Radom, 
and Warsaw. A Commander was placed at the head of each district 
with full powers over ordinary governmental affairs as well as the 
Elite Guard and die police. Each district was divided into town and 
rural areas with a delegate in charge of each. Local communal asso- 
ciations were provided with officials appointed by the delegate.^® The 
Cracow regime was separated from the Reich hy a customs frontier 


^ Ibid., pp. 141-147. 
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and evidently was originally intended as a dumping ground for Jews 
and other recalcitrant groups. Later, when the annexationist policy 
in Western Poland failed, the distinction between the two sections 
tended to break down. 

Germany’s war against Russia enabled her to take over the three 
Baltic States of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. Previously swallowed 
up in the huge maw of the U.S.S.R., these little states were helpless 
against Germany. Unwillingly, they were lumped together in an- 
other Reich province called the Ostland under a Reich Commissioner 
located at Riga. 

The greater part of Slovenia in northern Yugoslavia was also an- 
nexed and formed into a district under a German Gauleiter}'^ 
Croatia and Serbia were split apart and quislings were liberally em- 
ployed to do Germany’s dirty work. In Croatia, Germany allowed 
Italy’s influence to prevail superficially. Organized at first as the “In- 
dependent State of Croatia” that country was made a part of the Italian 
imperial domain in 1940, nominally under the Duke of Spoletto as 
King.^® In reality, the traitor Pavelitch, leader of the notorious Nazi- 
supported Ustachis, became the real ruler of the state. Supplied with 
German money and arms, Ustachis followed the German Army, at- 
tacking and murdering thousands of innocent Serbs. The Nazis 
hoped in this way to create a permanent breach between the two peo- 
ples.^® 

In Greece, a quisling government was established after the depar- 
ture of King George’s government into exile. Political affairs were 
dictated largely by the German Army of Occupation. Eastern Mace- 
donia and Thrace were given to Bulgaria, while three of the western 
Greek provinces were handed over to the Italians.®** 

As has been previously noted, Hungary and Romania set up puppet 
governments under close German supervision. In the case of occupied 
Russian territory, it remained under German military control until the 
Nazis were finally driven out. 

In general, German governmental practices in the occupied terri- 
tories were characterized by brutality, dishonesty, nepotism, and fla- 
grant corruption. German administrators not only expressed the in- 
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tention of their Nazi masters to use subject peoples and their property 
with cynical disregard of their rights and interests, but they also took 
advantage of their positions to fatten their private fortunes through 
blackmail, torture, robbery, exploitation of black markets, and every 
conceivable form of corrupt practice. So-called “German eflSciency” 
ended up in the most gigantic form of political and economic racket- 
eering in history."’ 

Law and Justice in the Occupied Regions 

The German conception of law and justice for so-called “inferior 
races” was well exemplified in Bohemia-Moravia and the Polish Gov- 
ernment General. Obviously, in German eyes, the Anglo-Saxon con- 
ceptions of the rule of law and equality before the law had no place 
within the confines of Greater Germany. In the Czech Protectorate, 
three kinds of law applied to the inhabitants: (i) German law to the 
degree that this was extended to the territory; (2) Protectorate law, 
consisting of decrees of the Protector; and (3) the old Czech law, inso- 
far as it covered matters not superseded by the other two categories. 
The German intent was to displace Czech law by German as soon as 
possible. This threefold legal system created confusion among the 
citizens, a fact which played into the hands of the Gestapo. 

Two kinds of citizens were created. Sudeten Germans were made 
Reich citizens subject to German law and courts alone; Czechs and 
Jews were designated as Protectorate nationals subject to all three 
forms of law and to both German and Czech courts. Czech courts 
were definitely subordinated to German tribunals. All cases affecting 
German interests were under the jurisdiction of Reich tribunals if they 
involved administrative, political, or criminal matters. Decisions of 
any Czech court could be nullified by the Reich Protector and the case 
turned over to a German judge. In this way, a suit by a Czech against 
a German could be invalidated. On the other hand, any suits by Ger- 
mans against Czechs were instituted in German courts. Much Czech 
property was transferred into German hands by this unequal pro- 
cedure. German criminal law was extended to the Protectorate and 
the Czechs were prevented from using the courts for redress of 
grievances. 

Independent Czech judges were in many instances sent to prison for 
sustaining the rights of Czech citizens. German corporations were 
given the protection of Reich courts and civil laws. Even if a Czech 
could get his case into court (in the great majority of cases he was 
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prevented from doing so by the Gestapo or German political authori- 
ties), he had very little chance of obtaining justice.^' 

In the Government General of Poland, much harsher legal measures 
were applied to the Poles and Jews. Two legal jurisdictions and two 
categories of citizenship, the German and the Polish, were created. 
German citizens were exempted from jurisdiction of Polish law and 
courts and given positions of privilege over the Poles. Under German 
criminal law as extended to the Poles, sentences were made more 
severe, and the list of crimes was widened to include offenses against 
the security and authority of the Reich; against the lives, health, honor, 
or property of German citizens; against ordinances of the Governor- 
General; and misdemeanors committed in buildings or places occupied 
by German authorities. Death sentences or long prison terms were 
meted out to persons listening to foreign radio programs, singing the 
Polish national anthem, uttering insults against Hitler, or predicting 
German defeat. 

Special courts were established in each of the four districts to try 
grave offenses under German criminal law. Defense attorneys could 
be appointed but were not required. German attorneys could practice 
before courts of the Government General. In large cities, another 
series of German courts were created to handle ordinary business. 
Polish citizens of the Protectorate could take their civil cases into Po- 
lish courts, but the decisions of these tribunals were subject to revision 
by German courts, to annulment by the head of the Division of Jus- 
tice of the Government General, or they could be sent to German 
courts for retrial. The Polish Supreme Court and Labor Conciliation 
Courts were abolished.^® Thus, in law as well as in fact, Germans in 
the occupied territories were given the status of a ruling class and the 
legal machinery provided by Nazi ingenuity made the crushing of all 
rights of the subject peoples an easy matter. 

Methods of Economic Plunder 

Nazi techniques of economic exploitation exhausted every device for 
squeezing the last ounce of wealth and unit of energy from the vic- 
tims. Certain patterns may be seen over the entire occupied area, with 
variations to meet different conditions in different countries. 

The record indicates that the squeeze was applied to every phase of 
the economic systems, including expropriation and use of public and 
private lands, financial resources, capital goods and equipment, the 


^Two Years of German Oppression in Czechoslovakia, op. cit., pp. 37-4O. 
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revenue system, raw materials and foodstuffs, and labor resources. 
German plans included both immediate and long term objectives. 
The former involved the use of all available resources for the purpose 
of winning the war. The latter included the planning tod allocation 
of economic activities over the whole of Greater Germany, with a view 
to securing a maximum of production for the ultimate enrichment of 
the German ruling class. Conflicts between short and long term 
aims arose in many instances, resulting in confusion and misguided 
effort. As the war progressed and Nazi fortunes declined, war de- 
mands assumed greater importance, with long term objectives reced- 
ing into the background. 

Initial steps in the system of organized plunder instituted by the 
Nazis included skimming the cream of liquid wealth, to meet the 
high cost of warfare, by a German “pay-as-you-go” plan. Economic 
experts travelled with German forces as they advanced into fallen 
territories to indicate the properties to be taken. Deriving their origi- 
nal experience in this field from the Saar and Rhineland occupations, 
Nazi planners introduced a series of special economic units especially 
trained in this field under the “War Economy and Armament Board 
of the High Command of the Armed Forces,” which was headed by a 
high-ranking military commander. After the invasion of Poland, 
this organization assumed major proportions. Trained in economics, 
business, and engineering, its members were required to get as much 
for the German war machine as possible within a limited period of 
time. Trainloads of raw materials taken from stock piles, machinery, 
money, and public and private valuables of various kinds were shipped 
to Germany. 

Wealth not shipped away was conserved by the economic troops who 
soon came to be attached to every fighting unit. Other units in the 
guise of representatives of the Reichsbank took over all financial trans- 
actions between Nazi troops and resident populations. Special occu- 
pation marks and occupation notes without monetary backing and 
negotiable only within the country where circulated were foisted upon 
local business men and the people generally. An arbitrary rate of ex- 
change was fixed, overvaluing German money compared to local 
money so that, even if the occupation currency was redeemed, subject 
peoples would stand to lose heavily. Property sales by the inhabitants 
were forbidden in order to give the Germans time to buy up as much 
local property as possible.^^ 

^ Hedigcr, E. S., “Nazi Exploitation o£ Occupied Europe,” Foreign Policy Reports, XVIII 
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Nazi land policies involved the 'wholesale confiscation of property in 
occupied territories for the use of German settlers. In Czechoslo- 
vakia, the seizure of land started in the Sudeten area in 1938. Prop- 
erties of Czechs and Jews who had fled for fear of persecution for po- 
litical or racial reasons were declared forfeit and German families were 
settled on them. Heavily mortgaged properties were bought up with 
paper marks and resold to Germans. Czech occupants of land were 
expelled and both land and capital assets were appropriated in ex- 
change for occupation currency. By 1939, it was estimated that 370,- 
000 acres had been restored to big German landowners — ^thus nullify- 
ing the effects of the Land Reform Act of 1919. 

When the Germans invaded Bohemia-Moravia, they appointed Nazi 
officials to controlling positions over forests and state lands. The tech- 
nique of “Aryanization” was then employed as an entering wedge to 
get control of private landholdings. In spite of opposition by Czech 
authorities, most of the properties held by Jews had been taken over 
by Nazi authorities by 1942. A program of Germanization was insti- 
tuted. Czech strips separating sections held predominantly by Ger- 
mans were eliminated — the Czech occupants being compelled to move 
out in favor of German colonists brought into the area from other 
sections or from the Baltic regions. Czech owners were compensated 
for their land, but at sacrifice prices. 

In order to expedite the land program, a German Settlement Society 
was organized and located at Prague. Strips of land were purchased 
in such a way as to split Czech settlements apart with German wedges. 
War demands, coupled with the extreme opposition of Czech peas- 
ants and the failure of German settlers to get satisfactory results from 
their farming, slowed down the settlement program in 1941-1942. 
Disobedience of Czech peasants to German demands for production 
and delivery of foodstuffs resulted in heavy penalties for the Czechs.^® 

In Western Poland, the German design was to root out or destroy the 
Poles until people of German nationality predominated in the region. 
Over-population of rural areas was an impediment to the Nazi plan to 
derive a surplus of foodstuffs for urbanized Germany, hence a gen- 
eral reduction of rural population in all of the occupied areas to 85-90 
per square mile (compared to existing populations of 150-200 per 
square mile) was set up as a goal.^® 

Nazi methods employed here followed the Czech example. All 

Four Fighting Years, op* cit., pp. 39-42. 
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state forests and lands were confiscated. Then Jewish properties were 
“Aryanized,” and this was followed by seizure of Polish-owned private 
lands. The original plan called for the expulsion of at least 5,000,000 
Poles to the Government General and settlement of German colonists 
in their places. Actually around 1,500,000 Poles were uprooted and 
banished from their homes, taking nothing with them except a few 
personal possessions. Many died of brutal treatment on the way to 
Central Poland. Those that survived were relegated to the status of 
serfs. 

About 500,000 German settlers were moved in to take the places of 
dispossessed Poles. They were brought from the Baltic States, from 
Soviet-occupied Poland, from the Government General, from Soviet- 
occupied portions of Romania, and some from Western Germany. By 
1942, the ambitious German colonization scheme for Poland had died 
a natural death. Its demise was due to several causes: (i) Germany’s 
Intense preoccupation with the Russian war; (2) Polish resistance to 
Nazi measures; and (3) reluctance of German farmers to accept land 
in outlying territories.^^ 

In Slovenia, lands, crops, and livestock were taken forcibly and the 
dispossessed peasants were moved into Serbia. A special bureau was 
established to locate selected German families on the vacated lands. 
These families came from northern Italy, from Soviet-occupied Ro- 
mania, from Italian-occupied Slovenia, and from the Reich itself. 
Farm families were grouped into villages and lands were operated as 
common village estates. Even the German colonists were dissat- 
isfied.^® 

In all occupied countries, farmers (whether native peasants or Ger- 
mans) were required to raise crops suitable for the German war- 
machine and contributing to national self-sufficiency. Industrial 
crops such as soy beans, flax, and sunflowers for vegetable oils were 
grown in Southeastern Europe. Sugar beets and cotton crops were 
specified for the Balkans and Czechoslovakia. Live-stock production 
was discouraged in order to conserve cereals. Peasants were ordered 
to turn over specified quotas to the Germans on pain of heavy penal- 
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Manipulation of Finances 

One of the first steps after occupation of a country was the seizure 
by Nazi agents of national and bank-owned gold reserves and foreign 
exchange. This practice was followed in all of the countries invaded 
or annexed. In Austria, it has been estimated that nearly $70,000,000 
in gold and foreign exchange was appropriated by the Germans. In 
Czechoslovakia, German economic experts took immediate control of 
the gold reserves, foreign exchange, and bank securities, and began 
cashing them in. Czechoslovak authorities estimate that at least $400,- 
000,000 was extorted from these sources. Upon demand of Nazi au- 
thorities, the Bank of England turned over about $25,000,000 worth of 
Czechoslovak gold to the German government.®*^ 

All Czech money, first in the Sudeten area, and later in Bohemia- 
Moravia, was seized and used to finance the German acquisition of 
Czech capital assets, banks, industries, land, and so forth. German 
decrees prevented Czechs from selling their property and froze all the 
pre-invasion contractual obligations of Czechs, thus preventing disposal 
of jeopardized property and making it easy for the Germans to buy it 
with stolen Czech money or bogus marks. Upon the capitulation 
of a country to the Reichswehr, its army equipment became the 
property of the Reich. In the case of Austria and Czechoslovakia, the 
yield on this property, which was sold to other countries in South- 
eastern Europe, was estimated at $200,000,000. The total for all of 
the occupied countries was very substantial. Approximately $4,000,- 
000,000 worth of gold, foreign exchange, bank securities, and military 
equipment was taken by the Nazis.®^ 

The Nazi plunderbund always got control of all banks and banking- 
activities in the occupied areas at once. Certain large German banks 
began to buy up native banks in the occupied territories as rapidly as 
they could absorb them. The Deutsche Ban\ took over local banks 
in the principal cities of Austria, Serbia, the Czechoslovak Protectorate, 
Slovakia, Bulgaria, Romania, Croatia, Greece, Poland, and Hungary. 
The Dresdner Ban\ obtained branches in all of these states and in 
Latvia. The Commerz Bank, owned banks in Greece, Poland, the 
Baltic States, Romania, Croatia, and Serbia. The German Labor Bank 
also had extensive holdings throughout the occupied territories.®® 

The banks thus obtained were acquired in various ways. Their 
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stock was purchased with confiscated money or phoney currency. 
Jewish banks were “Aryanized,” their owners driven away and de- 
prived of their property without compensation. Berlin banks began 
to demand payment on securities held by them of the banks destined 
for spoilation. Since their assets had been confiscated, the local banks 
were unable to make good on their obligations and were taken by 
foreclosure. Branch banks were forcibly seized and their assets con- 
fiscated, in many cases, and the parent banks were then compelled to 
consent to absorption or close their doors. 

German banks already located in a particular area expanded their 
issues of capital stock and took over die business of closed native banks. 
Through threats and intimidation, many banks were pressured into 
increasing their voting shares, which were then bought up with fiat 
money on the markets in sufficient amounts to enable German bankers 
to obtain a controlling interest. 

According to Munk, only one bank escaped acquisition by the 
Germans in Czechoslovakia. All other large banks were taken over 
by German banking institutions, after which they were required to ex- 
change whatever liquid assets or credit they had for Reich treasury 
bills. In a comparatively short time, the great bulk of Czech bank as- 
sets consisted of these bills. In this way, Czech wealth was siphoned 
into the vaults of the Reich.^® 

In western Poland, all Polish banks were taken over by the Germans. 
Branch banks of German concerns were established in their places. 
All Polish cooperative credit banks were liquidated and replaced by 
“peoples’ banks” created for the purpose of absorbing the savings of 
peasants and workers. 

In the Government General, some Polish banks were allowed to 
continue in operation subject to severe restrictions. Hampered by 
German interference, the Polish banks gradually lost ground. In the 
Ukraine, an Issue Bank was established in March, 1942, which began 
to circulate occupation notes to finance the purchase of agricultural 
machinery by German settlers. A system of “popular savings banks” 
was also created. 

In the annexed territories of Yugoslavia, all existing banks were 
forcibly taken over and supplanted by Viennese banks already oper- 
ating in the area. Here also “savings banks” were set up and the 
cooperative credit system was manipulated to German advantage. In 
Croatia, the entire banking system was absorbed by a combination 
of large German Banks. Similar policies were followed in Serbia. In 


Munk, F., op, cit., pp. 126-127- 



590 


GERMAN OCCUPATION 


the Baltic States, three large concerns: the Dresdner, Commerz, and 
Gemeinschaftsbanl{ Ostland, took over all banking operations. 

In the German satellite states of Hungary, Bulgaria, and Romania, 
local banks were compelled to allow German companies to buy up 
French shares and other available securities until German concerns 
held a controlling interest in many cases. The German octopus thus 
spread its tentacles over all phases of the productive life of the satellite 
countries. Similar techniques were employed in Greece.^'^ 
Establishment of German control over the banking systems of the 
occupied countries was accompanied by measures to prevent people 
from using up their savings too rapidly. Withdrawals from bank 
accounts were strictly limited to amounts suf&cient for a minimum of 
daily needs. Insurance companies were taken over by the Nazis and 
their tremendous savings were used to advantage by the Reich’s money 
masters. 

The stream of stolen wealth flowing toward the Reich was ac- 
celerated by exchange manipulation. Rates of exchange were ar- 
bitrarily set by German authorities at values which discriminated 
against the currencies of the occupied countries by from 5 to 63 per 
cent. 

This accomplished a double purpose for the Germans: it enabled 
them to buy up all manner of valuable assets in the occupied areas at 
bargain prices; it forced the victims to pay more money for goods 
from the Reich than they were worth. Since their only possibility of 
trade was with the Reich, the victims had no choice but to submit to 
what amounted to outright robbery. To make the situation worse, 
local banks still under control of native owners were forced to accept 
nearly worthless Reichsmar\s in exchange for valid assets. Citizens 
of occupied countries also had to accept German fiat money. Realiz- 
ing its worthlessness, they tried to get rid of it as quickly as possible. 
Prices rose rapidly until inflation became general.^® 

As if these crushing measures were not enough, the Nazi junta 
assessed costs of occupation against all the nations occupied by 
Germany in Central-Eastern Europe. These costs were set far above 
the actual expenditures of occupying forces. The intention here was 
obviously to exact a perennial form of tribute from the enslaved 
peoples. Hediger estimates the total revenue from occupation costs of 
all occupied countries at 14,500,000,000 per year, of which exactions 

^The Penetration of German Capital Into Europe, loc. cit., pp, 8 j6E. 

^ Europe Under Hitler, op. cit., pp, 35'38. 
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from the countries of Central-Eastern Europe formed a substantial 
proportion.'^” 

In addition, special taxes and levies 'were imposed upon the un- 
fortunate victims. In Czechoslovakia, the Reich government seized 
the proceeds from indirect taxes and sent them to Germany. This 
larceny was continued year after year. Authoritative estimates place 
total German gains from this source at 1240,000,000. A war con- 
tribution of approximately $70,000,000 was imposed upon the Czechs. 
A special tax on alcoholic beverages, expected to yield about $20,000,- 
000 per year, was decreed in the Protectorate; With extension of the 
German Customs Union to Czechoslovakia after October, 1940, Ger- 
man indirect taxes were applied to that country, amounting to a 10 
per cent levy on the national income. Similar practices were followed 
in Poland. No doubt to emphasize Polish inferiority, a 15 per cent in- 
come tax was levied upon all Polish workers.**^ 

The Nazi Industrial Blitzkrieg in Central-Bastern Europe 

Plans of the plunderbund to concentrate most industrial production 
in Germany proper were modified by the demands of war. In order 
to escape the ravages of Allied bombing, war industries were moved 
into the Czech Protectorate and Slovakia until a considerable pro- 
portion of Nazi production was centered there by 1942. Croatia was 
also used as a base for expansion of production in the chemical in- 
dustry. 

After 1938, Reich experts began to take over all industrial and 
mining facilities in the occupied territories. Huge industrial com- 
bines were organized to control and operate such plants in the interests 
of the Reich. Outstanding among these was the Hermann Goering 
Works. Originally subsidized by the German government to develop 
iron mines in Germany, it was used by Goering, the head of the Four 
Year Plan, as a means of concentrating control of all types of industrial 
plants in the Reich considered essential for war. When Austria was 
annexed, the Goering concern was on the scene from the start. Ab- 
sorbing Jewish holdings as fast as they were “Aryanized”, the Goering 
Works obtained possession of every type of large-scale business. 

From there, the Goering Works spread its tentacles into practically 
ev6ry German-occupied country. It specialized in mines and metal- 
lurgy, machinery and armament production, and inland waterway 

®®Hcdiger, E. S., op, cit., p. 139. 

Europe Under Hitler, op. mt., pp. 27-30; and Eour Fighting Years, op. cit., pp. 57-58. 
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navigation. Other great German cartels operating in the occupied 
areas on a grand scale were the L G. Farbenindustrie and the Kon- 
tinentale Oel A. A number of smaller associations were formed 
with Nazi leaders on their boards of directors, and even corporations 
owned and operated directly by the Nazi Party, to develop the vast 
spoils now available to Germany. The average capital of German 
joint stock companies was doubled between 1933 and 1940 to handle 
the new business.^^ By means of such business organizations, the 
Nazi plunderbund was able to get control over all raw materials, coal, 
iron, nickel, magnesite, chrome, oil wells, and other vital products in the 
occupied regions. 

Practically all large productive plants were taken over by German 
trusts and all others were organized under German control. The 
process of acquiring ownership was comparatively simple. Prelim- 
inary seizure of the banks had given ownership, in many cases amount- 
ing to a controlling interest, in the securities of many local concerns. 
In other cases, local businesses were required to increase their stock 
issues and these were then bought with occupation marks. In Western 
Poland, practically all business property, both large and small, was 
confiscated without compensation. In the Government General all 
Jewish firms were liquidated, as were large businesses generally. A 
few were permitted to function under German supervision. Many 
businesses producing for civilian use were closed and the machinery 
shipped to Germany. 

In Bohemia-Moravia, all Czech business was placed under German 
domination. A German was appointed Minister of Industry, Trade, 
and Business, and all industrial activities were brought under his 
control. Organizations of Czech businessmen were dissolved and re- 
established along similar structural lines, but with Germans in key 
positions. Chambers of Industry, Trade, and Handicrafts, organized 
on Reich models, topped these agencies. Governing boards of the 
Chambers were appointed by the Minister of Industry, Trade, and 
Business. Nazi representatives were placed on all committees of the 
associations, membership of businessmen in the associations was made 
compulsory, and association funds were appropriated for German 
use. 

In the satellite states of Bulgaria, Hungary, and Romania, large 
German cartels extended their control over local business. Through 

^ Munk, F., op. cit.f pp. 40-43, 143-144; and 'Penetration of German Capital Into Europe, 
op. at., p. 5. 

penetration of German Capital Into Europe, he, cit. 
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Reich-owned or -controlled banks, financial flotations enabled Nazi 
combines to buy up properties and engineer amalgamations, or to 
purchase majority voting rights in industrial, chemical, and mining 
companies, until the industrial systems of these countries were dom- 
inated by German monopolies.'*'’ 

Manipulation of Prices, Foodstuffs, Raw Materials, and 
Manufactured Goods 

Prices and supplies of goods were regulated by the conquerors to 
suit their political ends. In order to conserve foodstuffs and other 
needed goods, to insure that the master race would get sufficient 
supplies, and to eliminate undesirable elements, the peoples of Central- 
Eastern Europe were placed under strict rationing so low in some 
cases as to be equivalent to a death sentence by starvation. 

Provisions for rationing varied with the country involved. For 
example, ration allowances in Czechoslovakia were much lower than 
those of the Germans, but they were fairly adequate compared to 
those of the Poles or Greeks. In Poland the allowance was 680 
calories a day compared to the standard allowance of 2,400 calories. 
Jews were permitted only 400 calories a day. As a result of these 
starvation diets, the mortality rate was appalling. The weekly death 
rate in Warsaw increased from 251 in 1936 to 1,184 June, 1941. Ty- 
phus and tuberculosis spread alarmingly, particularly among the Jews. 
The infant mortality rate among the Poles increased by over 42 per 
cent between 1937 and 1939. 

In Greece, as in the other invaded areas, reserves of foodstuffs were 
carried away by the Germans. But in this case, nothing was left for 
the Greek population and there were hundreds of thousands of deaths 
from starvation. More than half of the population was reduced to a 
daily diet of 250 calories a day. Very few infants were able to survive. 
Conditions in Yugoslavia also were very bad because of Nazi plunder- 

• 41 

mg. 

Prices were varied to suit the end in view. Black markets were 
encouraged and many Nazis in the armed forces and government 
services actually contributed to them from their surplus stores stolen 
from local populations in order to reap the huge profits involved. 
Since rations were cut so low, many people with hidden funds used 

^®For additional material on this section, see R. Tirana, Spoils of Europe (New York: 
Norton, 1941), Ch. 19. 

^ Rationing Under Axis Rule (New York: United Nations Information Oj0Bce, 1942), pp. 3, 
5-6, 8-9, 12-16; and Lynn, H. Z., “Biological Extermination of Polish Youth,” Polish Review, 
111:38 (Oaober 18, 1943), pp. 4-5. 
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them to buy supplies from the black markets, but those without 
funds had no such recourse. 

Social and political prices were also employed, involving higher 
prices for persons of means on the legitimate markets, although, 
where goods were strictly limited in quantity, prices became less im- 
portant than food coupons. Political prices were fixed in such a 
manner as to discriminate in favor of German citizens and against 
non-Germans. Finally, racial prices were set to increase the burdens 
of races of lower status and to make invidious comparisons between 
them and races on higher levels.^^ 

Reserves of foodstuffs in all of the occupied territories were seized 
and transported to the Reich. Peasants were given annual quotas to 
fill and compelled to turn them over to the Germans under threat of 
dire penalties if they failed or inducements of more favorable treat- 
ment if they complied. Strict rationing of civilian needs permitte<l 
Reich agents to siphon stock piles, reserves, and annual production 
quotas of raw materials and manufactured goods to Germany. All 
productive facilities were converted to war purposes except for a 
limited number of factories and workshops. Businesses which re- 
fused to comply were closed and their facilities were shipped to other 
places. 

Slave Workers for the Reich 

Possession of all of the material resources of the victimized nations 
was of little use without labor to work them. This became one of 
the greatest of Nazi problems, not only because of the growing short- 
age of workers due to the enormous wastage of manpower in war, 
but also because of the unwilling attitude of tlie working people 
who became subject to their political control. Never noted for 
magnanimity in their methods, pressure for output of war goods as 
well as ideological promptings caused the Nazi overlords to use die 
most brutal methods of compulsion to force workers to bow to their 
will. 

Preliminary steps usually involved the breaking up of independent 
labor unions and the organization of a Labor Front on the Nazi model 
in each occupied area. These tactics were not very successful. In the 
Czech Protectorate, Nazi attempts to win over labor leaders as 
quislings for the Labor Front were defeated by the refusal of these men 
to betray their comrades, even under the most severe persecution. 

Instead, the unified union became a center of resistance to the Nazi 


^Munk, F., op. cit., pp. iio-iii. 
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invaders. Nazi brutality was softened somewhat in dais case with 
bribes and concessions because of the German need to move industries 
into Czechoslovakia to escape Allied bombings. Nevertheless, hours 
of labor were increased to 6o hours a week plus overtime, Czech 
workers were compelled to carry work cards and could not leave 
their jobs except with the consent of the employment office. 

Czechs and Slovaks had a somewhat easier time than Poles, Russians, 
and Jews. Destined for ultimate extinction, Jews were not counted 
as part of the permanent working force. Poles and Russians were 
treated with the barbarity which the Nazis considered fitting for 
such degraded races. Czech workers, permitted to volunteer for labor 
in die Reich at first, were eventually subjected to compulsory labor 
in both the Protectorate and the Reich, including men between i6 
and 65 and women between 17 and 45 (except mothers of families). 
Slovak workers were theoretically free from German compulsion, but 
actually the quisling government cooperated with the Nazis in sending 
about 100,000 workers to the Reich.^® 

In dealing with the Poles, both in the annexed area and the Govern- 
ment General, the Nazis did not allow scruples of any kind to deter 
them in their hunt for laborers. Compulsory legislation of 1939-1940 
subjected all Poles from 14 to 60 to labor conscription. Because 
workers were reluctant to go to Germany voluntarily, they were 
transported by force. 

The favorite method of the Gestapo was to stage raids on Polish 
restaurants and meeting places where the younger and more vigorous 
persons of both sexes were rounded up and shipped to Germany. 
House to house searches were staged, both in the towns and in the 
country. When these devices failed, quotas were fixed for each town 
and village and severe penalties were assessed against them if they 
failed to meet requirements. Estimates of the number of Poles shipped 
to Germany ranged as high as 1,500,000 in April, 1943. Hundreds of 
thousands more had been added by 1944. 

The treatment of Polish workers in the Reich was brutal in the ex- 
treme. Czechs and Slovaks were comparatively well off. The Poles 
were made to wear distinguishing badges and Germans were forbidden 
to associate with them. If sick, the Poles were shipped home at once. 
They were assigned to work in groups and lived in barracks isolated 
from other workers. ' Labor cards, which served also for identification, 
were required. Poles could not use public conveyances without 
special police permission or attend church services in company with 

further material on tliis section, see Four Fighting Years, op. cit,, pp. 94-96, 150. 
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Germans. Clothing allowances were restricted to bare essentials. 
Poles were forbidden to belong to labor organizations or to serve as 
worker representatives or shop foremen. Paid strictly by piecework, 
they were prevented from sharing in overtime pay, travel pay, or 
bonuses. Family and children’s allowances, granted to German 
workers, were denied the Poles as were also income tax exemptions. 
Remittances to Poland were handled by their employers. Holidays 
were suspended in the case of Polish workers, and child labor 
legislation did not apply to Polish children. These measures con- 
firm the German plan to exterminate the Poles.*^^ 

Similar tactics were employed against Russian workers, V. M. 
Molotov, in the Spring of 1943, presented documentary proof to the 
heads of the Allied governments that hundreds of thousands of 
Russian citizens in the German-occupied areas had been kidnapped 
and transported to the P^eich, where they were treated even more 
brutally than the Poles.^^ In addition to compulsory labor recruits, 
millions of prisoners of war from Russia, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and 
other countries of Central-Eastern Europe were compelled to work on 
war projects for their German masters. The Soviet government, in 
particular, complained repeatedly about the illegal and inhuman 
Nazi treatment of Red Army prisoners of war.^^ 

Women, heretofore exempted from warlike measures, were treated 
with savage disregard of civilized standards by the Nazis. . Polish 
and Russian women were compelled to be servants in the homes of 
Germans and laborers on the farms of the Reich under appallingly 
harsh conditions. Those who resisted in any way were sent to con- 
centration camps (where few survived), tortured, shot, or burned to 
death. In Czechoslovakia, after the murder of Heydrick, the whole 
village of Lidice, including women and children, was destroyed. In 
Yugoslavia and Greece, German troops attacked and burned entire 
villages, mercilessly slaying women and children. Particularly re- 
volting was the Nazi practice of organized rape, to which Russian and 
Polish women were subjected. Not only were these practices carried 
out in the territories, but young women, taken ostensibly for labor 
service, were sent to German military camps for use as prostitutes. 
Slovene women were also victimized in this way.^^ 

The Bladi Book, of Poland, op. cit., p. 95 fi., and Polish Portmghtly Reprea/, No. 65 (April 
n I943)> PP- 

^Information Bulletin, U.S.S.R. Embassy, No. 52 (May 15, 1943), pp. 1-4. 

See the files o£ the Information Bulletin, U,S.S.R. Embassy for 1943. 

Axis Treatment of Women (New York: United Nations Information Olhee, 1943), pp. 3i 
S-io, 12-14, 19-26. 
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Germanizatlon of the European Colonies 

The Nazis definitely planned to reduce subject populations to a 
level assuring permanent safety for the Teutonic minority in Central- 
Eastern Europe. Statistics indicated clearly that, unless drastic 
measures were taken, Slav pressure on German frontiers could not be 
resisted.'*'^ The measures decided upon included: (i) an attempt to 
Germanize all persons of Teutonic origin and those willing to become 
Reich nationals; (2) to move out or destroy Slavic populations in- 
capable of assimilation who lived in sections adjacent to Germany 
proper and to replace them with German colonists; (3) to destroy 
the intellectual class of each conquered nation and the culture which, 
they helped to perpetuate ; and (4) to educate many of the children as 
Nazis by sending them to Germany for special training. Some of 
the methods employed to achieve these ends have already been de- 
scribed in the sections on the eviction of Poles from Western Poland, 
the rationing of populations, and labor policies. Certain other policies 
should also be noted. 

The Policy of Assimilation 

The removal of 1*4 to 2 million Poles from Western Poland left a 
void which was filled by about 500,000 German settlers brought from 
various parts of Europe. Prevented by the war and the opposition of 
German peasants themselves from dumping more colonists into the 
area, the Fuelirer was confronted with the fact that only 12 per cent 
of the population of die territory was German. In desperation, he 
resolved to attempt to Germanize the Poles themselves. The peoples 
inhabiting Western Poland were classified into distinct nationalities 
according to their various racial origins and certificates of nationality 
were issued to those who, by German standards, were assumed to 
be of “Germanic” origin. Thus, all inhabitants of Polish Pomerania 
and Silesia were placed by administrative decree in the category of 
German nationals. Kashubans and Mazurians were also treated in 
this way. 

In the Wartheland (Poznasi and parts of the provinces of Warsaw 
and Lodz), a Deutsche Volksliste was set up and all persons of German 
origin were invited to register. In spite of the special inducements 
of German nationality or “state citizenship” for Poles, there were few 
registrants. L^ck of popular support forced German authorities 

Lynn, H. Z., op. dt.^ p. 3, and Roucck, J. S., “The Minorities Problem in Czechoslovakia,” 
Journal of Central’-European Affairs, 111:2 (July, 1943), p. 192. 
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gradually to lower their standards until anyone not a Jew or a Gypsy 
could sign up. The German theory of blood unity failed when ap- 
plied to Poland — thus demonstrating once more that the ties of 
nationality are stronger than those of blood.^® In spite of the policy of 
terror invoked against the Poles, population ratios were not substan- 
tially changed, except on paper, where Poles were arbitrarily counted 
as Germans. The Vol\sliste fell far short of converting the Poles to 
Germanism. 

The original Nazi idea of making the Government General a 
dumping ground for all Poles and Jews was not carried out. As early 
as 1939, the Germans began to try to minimize the number of “real” 
Poles in that area and to make hairsplitting distinctions based on 
tribal origins to prove diat many of these tribes were not true Poles. 
Elforts were made to prove German origins for some of them. Early 
in 1940, a Governor-General’s decree enabled Poles to become German 
nationals by a mere confession of faith. 

Steps were then taken to split Polish populations apart by creating 
German islands among them, composed largely of renegade Poles. 
Villages of so-called “Germans” were isolated from Polish elements and 
subjected to an intensive program of German Kultur. Polish children 
were sent away to the Reich for schooling and Germanizing courses 
were organized for adults. Turncoat Polish families were given the 
farms of loyal Poles, who were forcibly evacuated. By 1942, it was 
estimated that from 70,000 to 100,000 persons in the Government 
General had been given certificates of German nationality.”" 

The small returns evidenced by these figures shifted the emphasis 
in German calculations to the alternative policy of exterminating the 
Poles biologically. In the case of the Jews, the pcflicy of outright 
murder was systematically carried out until, by 1944, practically every 
Polish Jew had been “liquidated.” 

In the case of the Poles, more subtle methods were employed. In 
addition to starvation rations leading to high disease and mortality 
rates, Polish women in Western Poland were forbidden to marry if 
under 29 years of age. Those who violated this order were denied 
ration cards for themselves and milk for their babies. Most young 
Poles of both sexes were placed at compulsory labor under onerous 
conditions and prevented from marrying. Death penalties for many 
petty violations of regulations were mercilessly enforced. The shoot- 
ing of hostages for violation of military regulations led to the death 


*^The Quest for German Blood (London: Polish Ministry of Information, 1943), pp. 8-22. 
pp. 35-46. 
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of tliousands. Yet it became clear that the attempt to annihilate a 
considerable proportion of a large nation was a time-consuming 
business/’’ 

A parallel policy was followed in Slovenia. Schools, theaters, 
museums, libraries, and musical entertainments were Germanized. 
Young Slovenes were compelled to join Nazi youth and military 
formations. German language courses were required for the entire 
population. A well-knit German propaganda unit operated in 
Slovenia to direct Germanizing activities. Even the names of streets, 
buildings, public monuments, and cemeteries were changed to 
German.®^ 

De-Culturizing the Occupied Nations 

In the German view, Poles were fit only for destruction, body, mind, 
and soul. Those left alive were considered capable only of manual 
labor. Hence they needed no education except in elementary and 
trade schools. In pursuance of this doctrine, the Nazis proceeded 
to destroy all Polish schools and colleges on the secondary and higher 
levels. University and school buildings were torn down, libraries 
burned, expensive laboratory equipment and museum pieces destroyed 
or carried away. All Polish colleges and universities were closed. 
The students were transported to compulsory service in the Reich. 

In the annexed provinces, Poles were deprived even of elementary 
education or were subjected to humiliating discrimination. In the 
elementary schools of the Government General, Polish textbooks were 
confiscated, Polish history and geography were banned from the 
curriculum, and pupils were required to study German. School 
terms were shortened, fuel was not supplied in wintertime, and 
buildings were requisitioned for various military purposes. As a 
result, school attendance fell off drastically. 

The teaching staffs of Polish schools were singled out for special 
persecution. Teachers colleges were closed. Many teachers were 
imprisoned and others were dismissed. Very few remained available 
to teach Polish children.®'’’ Polish university faculties were broken up 
and the professors were sent to concentration camps, where they 
were mistreated to such an extent that many died. Others were shot. 

A deliberate attempt was made to destroy all traces of Polish culture. 
In Western Poland, all Polish signs and street-names were changed to 

Lynn, H. Z., op. cit., pp. 3-5. 

^^Furlan, Boris, op. cit., pp. 22-24. 
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German. National monuments were destroyed. Polish theaters, 
newspapers, and periodicals were suppressed; libraries and bookshops 
were confiscated. All Polish radio sets were seized and listening to 
foreign programs was prohibited.^* 

In Czechoslovakia, the German aim of destroying all cultural and 
intellectual life was also in evidence. Czech universities were closed. 
Students who resisted were shot or imprisoned. University faculties 
were disbanded and the professors executed or sent to concentration 
camps. Czech elementary and high schools were closed in winter, 
while German schools were allowed to remain open. Czech cultural 
courses were prohibited and the German language was required. 

Similar measures were employed by the Germans and Bulgarians 
in Yugoslavia and Greece. Native scliools were closed and German 
schools encouraged. Teachers were shot or sent to concentration 
camps. In Croatia, Pavelitch permitted only Ustachi youth and 
Moslems to go to school. All schools were abolished by the Germans 
in part of Slovenia. Italians and Germans cooperated in “liquidating” 
practically all Slovenian teachers. In Serbia, hundreds of teachers 
and professors were killed. Even school children were massacred by 
the hundreds. In occupied Russia, the story was very much the 
same, except that tlie German culture-wrecking campaign was carried 
out on a grander scale.®’' 

Persecution of the Churches 

German destruction of all centers of resistance succeeded in the 
case of all private associations except the Churches. The importance 
of religion in preserving national cultures and keeping up the spirits 
of the oppressed was becoming clearer every day. So the Nazis also 
attacked the Churches and attempted to replace them with German 
religious leaders, beliefs, and institutions. 

The initial attack was aimed at the clergy and prominent Christian 
leaders. Czechoslovak clerics and leaders were tortured, murdered, 
or sent to concentration camps, where they were shamed and mis- 
treated. Theological seminaries were closed. The shortage of min- 
isters made it difficult for many churches to remain open. Ministers 
were forbidden to speak on political subjects. In many cases German 
clergymen were forced upon the congregations. In Greece, many 

®*Godden, G. M., Murder of a Nation (London: Burns Oates, 1943), Chs. 1-4, 

^ Axis Oppression of Education (New York: United Nations Information Office, 1942), 
pp. 6-9, 11-14, 22-24; Information Bulletin, U.S,S.R. Embassy, No. 16 (February 13, 1943)9 
p. 5; and No. 82 (July 27, 1943), pp. 9-10 
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clergymen were shot and churches and religious monuments were 
desecrated. 

- In Poland, the Nazis evidently planned to exterminate the Catholic 
Church completely. Hundreds of priests were executed without 
trial, murdered, or tormented to death in concentration camps. There 
were wholesale massacres of priests in some sections. The Gestapo 
and prison guards subjected priests to the most degrading and shame- 
ful tasks, and administered brutal beatings to them. Church cathe- 
drals, monuments, and chapels were destroyed or desecrated. Many 
churches were used as business offices, stables, gymnasia, and so forth. 
Those not destroyed were closed and looted. Similar measures were 
taken against churches and clergy in the U.S.S.R. 

In Croatia, the Ustachi set out deliberately to exterminate all Serbian 
members of the Orthodox Church. Orthodox priests were killed or 
driven out of the country. The Orthodox and Jewish religions were 
refused official recognition' — only the Catholic and Moslem religions 
were tolerated.®® 

Mass Murder 

The German purpose in the mass murder of populations in Central- 
Eastern Europe was fairly clear. In the case of the Jews, the Nazis 
had marked them for obliteration from the beginning. Poles and 
Russians were to be removed in order to reduce the density of popu- 
lations in areas destined for agriculture; to increase the percentage of 
Germans vis-a-vis the Slavs; to quell resistance; to simplify the task 
of policing by small garrisons; and to prevent any future resurgence 
by these enemy peoples in the future. 

Jews were made the first victims of the extermination policy. Start- 
ing slowly at first by imposing various kinds of discriminations on the 
Jews, depriving them of their property and positions, the pace of 
persecution was gradually stepped up until wholesale slaughter of 
Jews became the rule. These tactics were employed in Czechoslo- 
vakia. After tile Jews were completely dispossessed, they were or- 
ganized into labor battalions and carried away to Germany' or to 
Poland. In 1941, a Jewish “home” was established at Terezin in 
central Bohemia and 10,000 Jews -were concentrated there. ' Then, in 
1942, mass deportations of Jews to Poland were inaugurated,- Com- 
pelled to leave all but a few personal possessions, they were shipped in 
cattle trucks to Lublin, where they were ultimately put to d^ath in 

Religious Persecution, III (New York: United Nations Information Office^ 194^)> PP- 3» 7-9} 
II, 18-23. 
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great murder factories. Under pressure from the Reich, the Slovakian 
quisling government passed a law providing for deportation of all but 
a few Jews to Poland. By the end of 1942, 75,000 Jews had been sent 
to Polish murder camps. 

In Poland, after being deprived of all their possessions and rights, 
the Jews were segregated in ghettos in the large cities, where they 
were compelled to stay without food or means of support. Finally, 
they were shipped at the rate of 7,000 to 10,000 per day to the 
slaughter camps at Chelm, Belzec, and other centers. In the Russian 
Ukraine, Jews were slaughtered by the thousands and buried in mass 
graves which they themselves were compelled to dig. Similar 
measures were employed in Yugoslavia. The Ustachi in Croatia 
killed all Jews. In Serbia, the Gestapo carried out this grisly task, 
but in this case more refined methods of slow death by torture were 
used. Only in Greece were the Jews able to escape complete extermi- 
nation, due to an uprising of the Greek people in protest.®’^ 

The campaign to eliminate as many actual and potential Polish 
leaders as possible had been prepared in advance. Aided by local 
Germans, the Gestapo had lists of victims composed of prominent 
people, landowners, religious leaders, and professional men. The 
Gestapo arrested these persons on slight pretexts and executed them 
in the presence of the assembled local population. Authorities esti- 
mate that at least 25,000 Polish leaders in Western Poland were killed 
in this way in 1939. Their families were then herded into concentra- 
tion camps. Hundreds of thousands of young people were deported to 
work camps or scattered in small towns and villages. Carried in 
crowded, poorly ventilated, unheated cars in mid-winter, many died of 
exposure on the journey, especially women and children. 

As a result of the increased severity of the laws and application of 
the death sentence for almost all types of offenses, thousands of Poles 
were executed. A system of hostages was set up by which Polish 
leaders, or even persons chosen at random, were selected in groups of 
50 or more and held as surety for the good conduct of the population 
of a given area. Failure to observe German demands resulted in the 
massacre of the hostages. The practice was deliberate and designed 
not only to enforce German authority but to kill as many Poles as 
possible. Shooting of hostages became a daily occurrence and was 
continued throughout the period of occupation. By 1943, mass arrests 
and executions were being carried out by the Germans. Polish un- 

Persecution of the feu/s, VI (London: Interallied Information Committee, 1942), pp. 3, 5-7, 
9-10, I5-20. 
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derground resistance gave an excuse for greater terrorism, which 
seemed designed to prod the Poles into uprisings as a pretext for 
wholesale slaughter. 

In Czechoslovakia, prior to Heydrick’s arrival, German policies 
were relatively mild. A number of prominent political, military, edu- 
cational, and religious leaders were shot and the Gestapo practiced 
its ruthless police methods, but nothing was attempted comparable to 
the Polish massacres. 

After 1941, Heydrick attempted to overcome Czech resistance by a 
policy of utter ruthlessness. Summary political courts were established 
and a state of emergency was decreed. Intellectuals and army officers 
were singled out for persecution and the courts and Gestapo worked 
night and day handing out death sentences. Extensive purges of 
government officials were instituted. At the same time, Czech workers 
were favored with extra rations and pay allowances to try to win them 
over. 

In Greece, the principle of “collective responsibility” was enforced. 
Hostages were killed and often whole villages were burned and their 
inhabitants massacred for aiding Greek irregular forces. 

In Yugoslavia, the Nazis in Serbia killed 50 hostages for each 
German soldier killed by Serbians. In Croatia, similar practices were 
followed. In Slovenia, Slovene leaders from prepared lists were 
murdered and deported; prisoners in concentration camps were 
tortured and beaten to death; the hostage system was extensively ap- 
plied; villages were exterminated in reprisals for resistance; and not 
only the intellectuals, but the entire peasant class were deported under 
barbarous conditions of transport.®** 

Resistance Movements in Central-Eastern Europe 

For centuries, the peoples of Central-Eastern Europe have had to 
resist foreign invaders and reactionary governments. In consequence, 
they have developed mature and comprehensive methods of resistance 
to oppression. In World War II these took the form of counter-action 
to the attempts of the Germans to destroy national unity and economic 
organization; methods of national and social conspiracy; and belliger- 
ent resistance. 

The most complete system of resistance to the Nazis was developed 

^Extermination of the Polish People and Colonization by German "Nationals (New York: 
Polish Information Center, 1941), pp. 5-15; Polish Review, III:2 (January ii, I943)> P- 
ni;i4 (April 12, 1943)) p. 3; Four Fighting Years, op. cit., Ch. XI; The Axis System of Hostages 
(New York: United Nations Information Office, I942)> PP- 3, 4-5, 7-8, 12-15. 
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in Poland. Passive non-cooperation was combined with guerrilla war- 
fare. In Austria, the movement took the form mainly of passive 
non-conformity. In occupied Russia, guerrilla warfare behind the 
German lines assumed enormous proportions. Passive resistance was 
the principal technique employed in Czechoslovakia, whereas in 
Yugoslavia armed insurrection by the Chetniks and later by the 
Partisan bands under Tito developed into nationwide combat with the 
invaders. 

Underground resistance reached its most highly developed form in 
Poland. A widespread popular conspiracy against the government 
was organized and operated by means of secret communications. The 
system amounted to a secret state within a state. Its leaders either 
resided abroad or were unknown to the enemy. By means of this 
organization, the political, social, and cultural life of the people was 
maintained to some degree. In time a Polish underground army was 
created and was able to play havoc with the enemy. German reprisals 
against Poles were followed by Polish reprisals against German 
soldiers, villages, and communications. The long lines of German 
communications to the Russian front offered a favorable opportunity to 
tear up rails, destroy roads and supply trains, ambush isolated military 
contingents, capture secret documents and transmit them to the Allies, 
and hamper German activities in other ways. Large German forces 
were compelled to remain in Poland to deal with these acts of the 
underground. 

The Polish underground, acting under instructions from the govern- 
ment-in-exile in London, cooperated actively with Russian Partisans, 
many of whom were dropped in Polish territory by plane. Misunder- 
standings between the two groups arose because Soviet Partisans 
wanted the Poles to rise immediately against the Germans and create 
a second front against them without regard to its eflect on the Poles. 
General Bor’s ineffective uprising in Warsaw, in the summer of 1944, 
illustrated the futility of this technique both for the Poles and for the 
Allies.®® 

Czech resistance was manifested in the form of Sve]\-action, 
i.e. betrayal or the “doublecross”, the slow-down, and sabotage. 

Malinowski, W. R., “The Pattern of Underground Resistance,” Annals, CCXXXII (March, 
1944), pp. 126-133; and “The Polish Underground Army,” Polish Fortnightly Review, 
LXXXIV:84 (January 15, 1944), pp. 1-8. 
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Conclusion Regarding the German Occupation 

Given sufficient time and success in the war, the Nazi plunderbund 
might well have succeeded in its ambitious and bloody attempt to 
reorganize completely the institutional and social life of the Central- 
European nations. Partial success accompanied German efforts at 
political and economic reconstruction, but the Nazis failed utterly in 
their population policies. The aftermath of their campaign of pillage 
and murder leaves Europe in a state of complete political and economic 
disorganization. Its peoples are disunited and scattered, suffering 
from starvation and decimation, and imbued with unrelenting hatred 
of their erstwhile oppressors. It will require years to heal the wounds 
inflicted by the invasion of the hordes of the modern Attila. 
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Chapter XXIX 


CENTRAL-EASTERN EUROPE UNDER RUSSIAN 
OCCUPATION 


Russia Tal{es Over Eastern Poland 

Cj ERMAN preparations for war after Hitler came to power caused 
the U.S.S.R. to look well to its defenses. The Kremlin feared a 
German attack by way of Eastern Poland, or alternatively through the 
Baltic States of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. Finland was also a 
possible base of German operations against the Leningrad area. In 
Southern Europe, German columns, aiming at the Ukraine and Cau- 
casian oil, might cross from Czechoslovakia into Romania and use 
that country as a supply center for a drive into Southern Russia. 

Expansionist motives doubtless figured in the Soviet scheme of 
things, too, since Red leaders had always resented the manner in which 
the Allies, Poland, Finland, and Roma*iia had taken advantage of their 
military weakness after the 1917 revolution to wrest territory from 
pre-war Russia. 

After Munich and Hitler’s seizure of Czechoslovakia, the Polish 
question naturally came to the fore. Germany was now in an ideal 
position to attack Poland and make that nation also a satellite of the 
Reich, settling the problem of the Polish Corridor at the same time. 
This objective, however, was blocked by Soviet opposition and the 
Franco-British guarantee of Poland’s integrity. To break up this 
combination. Hitler employed his familiar tactics of divide and con- 
quer by entering into negotiations with the Kremlin for the re-parti- 
tion of Poland and the division of Eastern Europe into spheres of 
influence between Russia and Germany. 

British attempts to thwart this move were rendered futile by the 
refusal of the British government to guarantee the Baltic States from 
German attack, and the Soviet conviction that British appeasers were 
determined to sell out Poland to Hitler.^ Moscow also felt that 

^Dallin, D. J., Soviet Russia's Foreign Policy, (New Haven; Yale University 

Press, 1942), pp. 66-67. 
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Britain and France were all too willing to save themselves from Hitler 
at Russia’s expense. 

The result was the famous non-aggression pact of August, 1939. 
Accompanying this treaty was an even more fateful secret agreement 
which divided Central-Eastern Europe between the two powers. The 
contents of this document purported to be as follows: (i) Hungary, 
Romania, Yugoslavia, and Greece were to come under German 
hegemony; Turkey and Bulgaria under Russian control; (2) the 
U.S.S.R. was to be given a free hand in the Baltic Countries; (3) 
Poland was to be divided between the U.S.S.R. and Germany; and 
(4) Bessarabia was to be restored to Russia. The U.S.S.R. agreed not 
to annex or bolshevize the countries in her sphere of influence or to 
spread communist propaganda in the German sphere. However, east- 
ern Poland was to be annexed outright and bolshevized. Lithuania 
was at first claimed by Germany, but was finally included in the Rus- 
sian sphere at Soviet insistence. Exchanges of population were in- 
cluded in the arrangements.” 

On September 17, two weeks after the war began, the U.S.S.R. 
abruptly broke olf relations with Poland, asserting that the Polish- 
Soviet Non-Aggression Pact of 1932 was no longer valid because the 
Polish State, by reason of its defeat at German hands, had ceased to 
exist. Alleging the need to protect Russian populations in Poland, 
Red Army troops crossed the border. Polish resistance was weak and 
Germany and the U.S.S.R. divided Poland between them five days 
later. The line of the pre-1914 partition was followed fairly closely, 
except that Germany obtained more of Central Poland, including the 
large cities of Warsaw and Lodz. Russia obtained most of Eastern 
Galicia, which formerly belonged to Austria. Somewhat later the 
U.S.S.R. conceded an additional strip of Polish territory in Central 
Poland in exchange for relinquishment of Nazi claims to Lithuania. 
In all, the U.S.S.R. acquired 76,500 square miles of Polish territory 
containing 12,800,000 people. 

Absorption of the Baltic States by the U.S.S.R. 

Cloaking her action with specious excuses, Russia compelled Estonia, 
Latvia, and Lithuania to enter into pacts of mutual assistance with her 
under threat of invasion in the fall of 1939. These agreements gave 
the U.S.S.R. the right to maintain naval bases and flying fields on the 
territory of these states, and to garrison them with land and air forces 
of limited size. After the Red Army entered the three Baltic States, its 
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relations with their governments were mutually unsatisfactory. The 
Baltic regimes were hostile to Communism and attempted to carry on 
foreign relations as if the Red Army was not in their midst. Citizens 
were forbidden to fraternize with Russian troops and there was some 
evidence of a tendency to prefer German to Russian intervention. 
Germany’s success in Western Europe forced the U.S.S.R. to take fur- 
ther steps to safeguard her western flank against a Nazi attack before 
the Wehrmacht had completed its task in France. 

Berlin was notified in June, 1940, that Stalin had strengthened Red 
Army forces on the frontiers of the Baltic States, preparatory to taking 
full possession of them. After some hesitation, the Nazis, unable to 
act at the moment, withdrew their opposition. 

Accusing the Baltic governments of conspiracy and other hostile acts 
against the U.S.S.R., Stalin then ordered Red Army troops across their 
borders. “Democratic” governments replaced the existing regimes. 
Communist organizations were released from legal restraints, die 
armies of the three powers were re-organized along Red Army lines 
with political commissars, and finally the parliaments were dissolved 
and new elections dates were set. Only Communist candidates were 
permitted to run. The result was that the Communist tickets in all 
three countries were elected by majorities of over 90 per cent. Shortly 
afterward the newly elected parliaments met and voted to join the 
Soviet Union. In August, 1940, the Supreme Council of the U.S.S.R. 
voted to admit them into the union.® 

The Seizure of Eastern Karelia from Finland 

Finland’s fear of Russia led her to incline toward Germany after 
World War I. Feverishly preparing for the German war she knew 
was coming, the U.S.S.R. realized that, with Germany’s powerful fleet 
in control of the Baltic, Finland could be used as a base of operations 
against the great industrial area of Leningrad. After signing the 
non-aggression pact with Hitler, Stalin turned his attention to this 
problem. Frontier incidents multiplied and in November, 1939, the 
Kremlin abrogated Russia’s non-aggression pact with Finland, de- 
manding that the Finnish govermnent withdraw its troops 25 kilo- 
meters from the Karelian frontier. In spite of Finnish efforts to com- 
promise, the Kremlin, using new frontier incidents as pretexts, ordered 
the Red Army on November 29 to attack Finland. Instead of de- 
claring war, the Soviets set up a “People’s Government of Finland” in 
Moscow, under Otto Kuu'sinen and other Finnish expatriates, and 
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made an agreement with it to cede part of the Karelian Isthmus and 
naval bases to Russia. This pseudo-government failed to function, but 
its establishment enabled the Kjemlin to evade action by the League, 
to which Finland had appealed. 

Pressure on the U.S.S.R. from both Germany and the Allies to end 
the war finally resulted in peace negotiations. The peace treaty ceded 
the entire Karelian Isthmus, Including the city of Viipuri (Viborg) to 
Russia. In March, 1940, the U.S.S.R. organized the Karelian territory 
into the Karelo-Finnish Union Republic.^ 

Russia Ta\es Bessarabia and Northern Bubovina 

The Russo-German secret agreement had allotted Romania to Ger- 
many’s sphere of influence, but Romania’s complete acceptance of 
Nazi domination in the spring of 1940 brought home to the Kremlin 
the extreme danger to the Ukraine of a fully prepared Germany based 
on Romania. Accordingly, Foreign Commissar Molotov notified 
Berlin on June 24 of the U.S.S.R.’s intention to annex Bessarabia, for- 
merly a province of Russia, and Northern Bukovina, adjacent to it but 
to which Russia had previously made no claim. Berlin protested but 
decided to give in at Russia’s insistence. 

Two days later, Molotov demanded the return of Bessarabia as a 
former possession and the cession of Northern Bukovina as ethnically 
a part of the Soviet Union. These demands, were accepted by Ro- 
mania as the Red Army moved in on June 28. Russia thereby gained 
nearly 20,000 square miles of territory containing nearly 4,000,000 peo- 
ple, the bulk of whom are Romanians. The U.S.S.R. organized the 
Moldavian Union Republic out of part of this territory. The remain- 
ing sections were incorporated into the Ukrainian Union Republic.® 

Soviet Policies in Occupied Poland 

The Russians based their claim to the occupied territory of Eastern 
Poland on the contention that it had been obtained from the Soviets 
by violence under the Treaty of Riga, in 1921, when they were weak 
and unable to fight back. They also claimed that a majority of the 
population are ethnically Russians. Both of these claims were denied 
by the Poles. 

As to the Treaty of Riga, the Poles maintain that it was moderate, 
in that they had refrained from demanding territories to the east and 
south which they had held in past centuries. They also presented evi- 


* Hane, J., op. cit., pp. 234-235. 
' Ibid., pp. 235-237. 
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dence to indicate that Soviet leaders agreed willingly to the terms of 
the Treaty. On this point, however, the opinion of detached observers 
tends to be skeptical. 

As to the ethnic character of the population, Polish spokesmen pre- 
sent statistics to show that the largest single group among all the 
racial elements is Polish, ranging from 32.1 per cent in Northeastern 
Poland to 47.1 per cent in Southeastern Poland (Eastern Galicia), with 
an average of nearly 40 per cent for the whole disputed territory. 
They also point out, with considerable cogency, that the fact of racial 
origin is not necessarily indicative of the nationalistic predilections of 
Slavic groups. ^ 

The Kremlin, on the other hand, claims that all White Russians, 
Ukrainians, and Ruthenians in the territory are Russians and therefore, 
by racial right, should belong to the U.S.S.R. These three groups 
combined constitute an unquestionable majority of the population. 
Red leaders also contend that the Poles, especially large Polish land- 
owners, oppressed die Russian peoples in this section, depriving them 
of adequate schooling and economic advantages and inflicting cruelties 
upon them. 

Polish spokesmen argue that the Soviets acted illegally and unjustly 
in incorporating Polish territory into the U.S.S.R. When the Red 
Army entered the area, they assert, all Polish Army men, police, gov- 
ernment officials, war veterans, owners of land and businesses, active 
members of non-Communist parties, and leaders of trade unions and 
other types of associations were arrested. Tens of thousands of others 
were detained on the word of informers. 

Instead of holding a plebiscite, the outcome of which might be 
doubtful. Red leaders decided to sponsor an election to national assem- 
blies of the “Western Ukraine” and “Western White Ruthenia,” as 
they called the two parts into which they had divided Eastern Poland. 
Election committees were set up consisting of Soviet-appointed offi- 
cials; the country was divided into election districts on short notice, so 
that the people were not fully informed of the purpose of the election; 
candidates were placed on the voting lists by Soviet authority; no oppo- 
sition candidates were allowed to file, and voting was interfered with 
by election officials. The results of the elections, which gave the single 
list of candidates a vote of over 90 per cent in both cases, are therefore 
declared invalid by the Poles. 

The elections were held on October 22, 1939. Soon afterward, the 
national assemblies met and voted to join the U.S.S.R. and to sovietize 
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the country. In November, 1939, the Supreme Council of the U.S.S.R. 
voted to grant these requests and changed the federal constitution and 
those of the Ukrainian and White Ruthenian Union Republics in 
order to incorporate the two territories into the U.S.S.R. and the two 
Union Republics. Steps were then taken by Soviet authorities to na- 
tionalize all large-scale business and large landed estates and to redis- 
tribute the land among the peasants. According to Polish sources, 
large numbers of Poles were deported from these areas into Russia. 

After Germany’s attack on Russia on June 22, 1941, a Soviet-Polish 
treaty was consummated on July 30, under which Russia recognized 
that the German-Russian partition of Poland had lost its validity. By 
implication, Russia, through this treaty, gave up her claim to the dis- 
puted territory. The Agreement of August 14, 1941, which provided 
for the raising of a Polish Army on Russian soil, seemed to point to the 
renewal of amicable relations between the two powers. 

As the German menace became less pressing, however, disputes 
again arose. Finally, as a result of Polish attempts to use the Red 
Cross to inquire into the circumstances of a grave of thousands of Po- 
lish officers uncovered by the Germans at Katyn, near Smolensk, Stalin 
broke off relations with the Polish government-in-exile, alleging that 
members of this government were hostile to Russia and that Polish 
action in the Katyn affair was an insult to the U.S.S.R. 

Subsequently, a “Union of Polish Patriots” was organized in Moscow 
destined by the Kremlin to become the government of Poland in place 
of the London regime. As Red Army troops pushed the Germans 
back across Polish frontiers, the U.S.S.R. again laid claim to the previ- 
ously occupied territory on ethnic grounds and as a part of the Soviet 
Union. 

Stalin offered to establish a frontier at the so-called “Curzon line” 
and to compensate Poland for its territorial losses in the east by grants 
of German territory on her western borders (an arrangement later con- 
firmed by the “Big Three” at Yalta). When the Polish government- 
in-exile requested British-American mediation of this question, the 
Kremlin refused to have any further dealings with the Polish govern- 
ment-in-exile on the grounds that it was hostile to the U.S.S.R. 
Though the government in London made changes in its personnel to 
try to satisfy the Soviets, the latter remained unmollified. Finally, 
when the Red Army crossed into German-occupied Poland, the “Union 
of Polish Patriots” followed it and began to organize the country un- 
der its auspices. All attempts of the government in London to achieve 
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a modus vivendi with the Moscow-sponsored regime have failed." Its 
future status is. very unpromising since the Warsaw regime was re- 
organized in accordance with the Yalta formula. 

The Baltic States 

After the Baltic States of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania were overrun 
by the Germans in 1941 and the Russians were driven out, nationalists 
in those countries hoped again that, when Germany was defeated, the 
Allies, under the Atlantic Charter, would intercede widi Russia and 
restore their independence. Events, however, appear to have decreed 
otherwise. 

On recovering these territories from the Nazis, Soviet spokesmen 
stated that, in the Russian view, the Baltic States no longer exist. They 
added that hot only are these states an indissoluble part of the U.S.S.R., 
but the 1917 treaties which created them were unjust to Russia. The 
people never desired independence from Russia. Besides, these areas 
are strategically necessary to the Soviet Union. These views seem to 
have the open approval of the British government and the tacit back- 
ing of the United States. Hence, there seems little likelihood that 
these nations will be given their freedom. Their aspiration to freedom 
is shown by the statements of their nationals who are not under Soviet 
control.’^ 


Finland 

Pressure by Germany and bitterness of the Finns at seizure of Finnish 
territory by the U.S.S.R. in the war of 1939-1940 led to Finland’s entry 
into the war on Germany’s side. In 1944, the Kremlin, desiring to 
make terms with the Firms in order to concentrate Russian forces 
against Germany, offered fairly easy peace terms, but the Finns held on 
until the Allied invasion of Normandy demonstrated the hopelessness 
of the German position. They then entered into an armistice with 
Russia, the terms of which required them to give back the territory 
granted to Russia by the 1940 treaty, to force evacuation of all German 
troops from Finland, and to allow the Red Army to enter Finnish ter- 

^Polish Pacts and Figures, 2, “The PoHsh-Russian Controversy” (New York: Polish Informa- 
tion Center, 1944); Dean, V. M., “The U.S.S.R. and Post-War Europe,” Foreign Policy Re- 
ports, XIX:ii (August 15, 1943), pp. 128-129; “The Western Ukraine,” Information Bulletin, 
U.S.S.R, Embassy, IV: 18 (February 12, 1944), pp. 5-6; and “The Byelorussian People,” he* 
cit., pp. 3-4. 

’’'Vakar, N. P., “Russia and the Baltic States,” The Russian Review, Illri (Autumn, 1943), 
pp. 45-54. See also the articles on the Baltic Nations in The Annals, CCXXXII (March, 1944), 
pp- 39-42, 43-46, 49-51. 
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ritory. Resistance of Nazi troops to Finnish evacuation ortiers re- 
sulted in cooperation between the Finns and the Red Army. 

The post-war prospects for Finland present a dismal picture. Per- 
manent loss of Eastern Karelia is less important than the fact that Fin- 
land is predestined to become a satellite of the U.S.S.R., with conse- 
quent loss of her freedom of action as an independent state and unpre- 
dictable results upon her formerly democratic and capitalistic institu- 
tions.® 


Bessarabia and Bu\ovina 

Bessarabia and Bukovina have been completely absorbed and so- 
vietized by the U.S.S.R. As an ally of Germany, Romania has un- 
doubtedly forfeited any claim to them and the prospects are that they 
will pass into the permanent possession of the Soviet Union. 

Post-War Prospects 

By 1945, Nazi forces had been driven out of the occupied areas of 
Central-Eastern Europe and the European phase of the war ended in 
Germany’s unconditional surrender. Red Army forces freed Poland, 
Yugoslavia, and parts of Czechoslovakia, and drove the Germans out 
of Finland, Romania, Bulgaria and Hungary. Their Red banners 
marched into Austria and the inner citadel of Germany itself. Estab- 
lishment of Soviet garrisons in these regions raised questions of how 
long the Russians proposed to stay and, when their forces were evacu- 
ated, what influence the Kremlin expected to wield upon the small na- 
tions released from Nazi bondage. Was it to be their fate to win free- 
dom from the Reich only to be subjected to Russian domination.? 

The answer to these questions was in process of solution even before 
the end of the war. Soviet determination to organize a “security 
sphere” on her western flank was made clear by Russia’s adamant 
insistence upon incorporating the Baltic States, Eastern Karelia, Eastern 
Poland, Bessarabia, and Bukovina as integral parts of the Soviet Union; 
by the treaty of friendship and cooperation with Czechoslovakia con- 
summated early in 1944;® and by the comparatively easy armistice 
terms imposed upon Romania and Bulgaria. The expropriation of 
Bukovina and Bessarabia from Romania was a blow, of course, but in 
view of the previous seizure of Bessarabia by the Romanians and their 

^ Saari, J., ‘‘Finnish Nationalism Justifying Independence,” The Annals, CCXXXII (March, 
1944), pp. 33-38; and “Finland’s Dilemma,” The New Yor\ Times, March 5, 1944, review of 
the week. 

®‘The Soviet-Czechoslovak Treaty,” Information Bulletin, U.S,S,R. Embassy, IV;2 (January 
6 , 1944). pp- 7 - 8 - 
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collaboration with Hitler in the attack on Russia, it was not un- 
expected. Moreover, the U.S.S.R. restored Transylvania to Romania 
in compensation. 

Reparations of 1300,000,000 in goods were exacted from Romania, 
and Romanian military resources were placed at the disposal of the 
Soviets. The terms to Bulgaria were even easier. No territory was 
taken; payment and restitution for war damage was to be made but 
no specific amounts were named; and all Bulgarian troops and civilians 
were to be withdrawn immediately from Greek and Yugoslav terri- 
tories, except those under Soviet command. Hungary was compelled 
to yield Transylvania and repay war damages.^® 

Even if these terms extended to Germany’s satellites were not exact 
criteria of the peace terms, they disclose Russia’s settled purpose to 
obtain cooperation by mild measures in the establishment of a solid 
bloc of friendly states extending from the borders of the U.S.S.R. to the 
frontiers of Germany. 

However, this does not necessarily mean that the Kremlin intends 
to absorb the entire Danubian area into the Soviet Union. The agree- 
ments at the Yalta Conference in February, 1945, conceded to Russia 
a sphere of influence in Central-Eastern Europe, but the stipulations 
concerning Poland indicated that the Anglo-American partners are 
unwilling to allow Russia to absorb all of these territories or even to 
set up puppet governments. If the Polish example is followed else- 
where, governments will be chosen within each nation by free elections 
jointly supervised by representatives of the Soviet, British, and Amer- 
ican governments.^^ 

This of course would not prevent some of these states from volun- 
tarily entering the Soviet Union after such regimes are established. 
The recent change in the Soviet constitution to permit member re- 
publics to maintain standing armies, exchange diplomatic and consular 
officials, and negotiate diplomatic agreements; and the re-establish- 
raent of the Greek Catholic Church in Russia both indicate the 
Kremlin’s desire for such a consummation.’'^ 

Meanwhile, the nations now unshackled from the Nazi yoke are 
obviously deeply concerned in the decisions of the victorious powers 


Betts, R, R., “The European Satellite States,** International Affairs, XXI:i (January, 1945), 
pp. 25-29, 

“Decisions of the ‘Big Three’: Settling Peace and Strategy,” United States News, XVIITd 
(February 9, 1945), p. 12. 

^ “New Steps Toward Development of the Foreign Relations of the U.S.S.R.,” Information 
Bulletin, U.S.S.R, Embassy, IV:i9 (February 15, 1944), pp. 6-7; and Eulau, Heinz H. F., “The 
New Soviet Nationalism,” Annals, CCXXXII (March, 1944), p. 30. 
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which will determine the fate of Germany. Needless to say, their 
principal concern is for security, a concern which reaches the propor- 
tions of an obsession. They demand that the “Big Three” shall take 
all necessary steps to make sure that die agonies they suffered at 
Germany’s hands can never again be repeated. The security they 
seek will, in their judgment, be obtained only through a “hard” peace. 
This means die detachment from Germany of strategic and indus- 
trially valuable territories (such as the Rhineland, Silesia, and East 
Prussia); the destruction, removal, or control of German heavy in- 
dustries, thus weakening Germany’s war-making potential; a long 
period of occupation of the Reich by Allied garrisons, during which 
time all recoverable stolen goods will be restored or paid for by 
reparations; and the policing of the German nation for generations to 
come by the Allied powers to prevent rearmament and moves toward 
another war. 

To secure these ends, the freed nations demand a voice in determin- 
ing the terms of peace. They concur heartily in the leadership of the 
“Big Three” and in their avowed intentions to punish all war criminals, 
but they refuse to distinguish between the Nazis and the German 
people. The latter, they feel, should also be made to suffer for their 
support of the criminal acts of the Nazi leaders. 

As for the proposal to partition Germany, opinion in the recently 
occupied areas considers it futile. But these countries do favor regional 
decentralization, especially if a considerable proportion of the German 
people can be made to agree. Along with political decentralization, 
there is a tendency to favor the splitting up of large landed estates and 
redistribution of the lands to the peasantry. Large-scale business 
should be broken up and scattered among the various regions of the 
Reich or delivered to Germany’s neighbors. If this were done, the 
nations previously destined by Berlin to become agricultural planta- 
tions to feed the industrialized Reich would turn the tables completely 
and make of Germany an agrarian economy supplying raw materials 
for the highly industrialized countries surrounding her. Such a 
course, however, is probably favored by Russia but not by the Western 
Allies.^’’ 

The romantic projects of certain groups in Britain and the United 
States to re-educate the German people, to allow them to organize 
democratic institutions, and to remove military controls at the same 
time that they are welcomed into the family of peace-loving and 

^Dallin, D. J., “Soviet Russia and the Peace with Germany/’ International Postwar Prob- 
lems, II:i (January, 1945), p. 73. 
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democratic nations, thereby persuading the Germans to forget any 
warlike plans they might have for the future, are viewed very 
skeptically by the victims of German oppression. They are firmly 
convinced that any such plans would only lull the Allies into relaxing 
their vigilance again and enable German leaders to rearm once more 
behind a smoke-screen of democracy and peace. 

They believe that Germany will certainly seek revenge. Therefore 
she must be permanently deprived of the means of wreaking it upon 
the states of Central-Eastern Europe. These attitudes on the part of 
the victimized states will undoubtedly influence the tone of the peace 
and the post-war treatment of Germany by the victorious powers.’ * 
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Chapter XXX 


GOVERNMENTS-IN-EXILE AND POSTWAR PLANS 
FOR CENTRAL-EASTERN EUROPE* 


Governments-in-Exile 

On SEPTEMBER i, 1939, German tanks rolled across the frontier 
into die heart of Poland. Thus began a new chapter in the history 
of the traditional, almost mystical, German Drang nach Osten. 

Despite unequal forces and armaments, the Poles fought back. 
Soon it was realized that Poland had lost the first round of the war. 
This was made especially clear when Soviet troops, acting in accord 
with Germany, invaded Poland from the cast. But still Warsaw 
resisted the Nazis, and still, despite the fact that the commander-in- 
chief, Rydz-Smigly, and many high ranking officers had left Poland, 
the army and the people fought on. 

After military resistance had collapsed, an underground organiza- 
tion was established to continue the fight in Poland. A large Polish 
army under General Sikorski was recruited in France from emigres 
and other Polish citizens abroad. After the fall of France, the Polish 
army was the fourth largest in the United Nations camp. The fight 
was thus continued under the Polish flag in Poland and abroad. 

Although they lost control of their territory, the Poles remained 
faithful to their French and British allies. Thus, the Polish govern- 
ment-in-exile was established to continue the struggle of a nation 
which did not lose its sovereignty. 

After the war started, and the first country which resisted was 
temporarily occupied by Germany, a sharp line was drawn between the 
various states of Central-Eastern Europe according to their attitude 
toward Germany and the Nazis. 

These attitudes were shaped by different factors. Certainly, one 
important factor was whether the influential political parties and the 
tendencies of the people of a given country were democratic or fascist, 


* This chapter was written in August, 1944. 
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but traditional historic elements also played an important role. The 
example of the Poles is not an exception. The Yugoslavs and the 
Greeks follo'wed the same pattern. Yugoslavs who fought against 
live hundred years of Turkish domination and who never became 
reconciled to Habsburg rule followed the tradition of their forefathers. 
They went to the mountains with Mikhailovich, and later with Tito, 
and continued to light their enemies in a way which recalls the most 
glorious days of the Serb struggle against the Turks. 

The Greeks also upheld their tradition of fighting the conqueror, 
with heroism equal to that which was an inspiration to Lord Byron 
more than a hundred years ago. 

The Poles were experienced in underground activities before the 
underground was organized in 1939, because they followed an age-old 
tradition with which every literate Pole was familiar. They did 
what their forefathers would have done, repeating the examples of 
1831, 1863, 1905, 1917, and a couple of other tragic and unsuccessful 
revolutions. 

The Czechoslovaks also followed an old pattern of resistance and 
sabotage, as they did during the First World War. In the Tatra and 
the Carpathian Mountains, the Czechoslovak resistance movement 
resorted to guerrilla warfare. In the late summer of 1944, the Slovak 
army also rebelled against Germany and the Tiso puppet government. 

Thus, history has played an important role when nations have had 
to decide which way to choose at crossroads of future history. It 
has always played and is still playing a much more important part in 
Central-Eastern Europe than is generally realized. An eastern Euro- 
pean man of politics thinks largely in historical terms, which is most 
essential for intelligent people of this region. At decisive moments 
they look to the past for guidance and moral strength. They recall 
traitors as well as heroes. Collaborationists in Serbia during the war 
were compared with those who collaborated with the Turkish Sultan 
in the fourteenth century after Serbia was subjugated. The name of 
“Targowica,” a place where a group of Polish nobles and aristocrats 
had formed a “Union” at the end of the eighteenth century to col- 
laborate with the Tsarist Russia of Catherine the Great, reappeared 
in Polish emigre and underground papers as a symbol of treason and 
decadence.. The word did not require an explanation, for every Pole 
knew what it meant. 

World Wax II imposed a basic choice on all the nations of Central- 
Eastern Europe. Either they could help Adolf Hitler in his campaign 
of conquest, or they could fight for freedom and democracy against 
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fascism and nazism with Great Britain and France, and later with all 
the United Nations. 

Czechoslovakia, Greece, Yugoslavia, and Poland chose to fight with 
the Allies, forming governments-in-exile which represented their 
peoples on foreign soil, since their own was occupied by the enemy. 
Bulgaria, Hungary, and Romania followed Germany and appeased the 
brutal political pattern of Nazism. 

Hungary joined the Axis camp without much of a struggle. Re- 
actionary tendencies have always been strong in the ruling group ; the 
fascist movement was growing and the aristocracy was afraid of losing 
its riches. In internal affairs, Horthy, although a reactionary, at- 
tempted to be more decent than Hitler until the government of 
Hungary was taken over by extreme fascists in 1944. 

Romania under the boy-king, Michael, and Premier Ion Antonescu, 
also became a German satellite. Romania had a fascist movement 
of nazi type represented by the Iron Guard, which had great influence 
on the nation’s ruling circles. 

Bulgaria became the third satellite of Germany. Tsar Boris III 
was himself a representative of a German dynasty, and the govern- 
ment of Prime Minister Filoff was trying to expand Bulgarian territory. 
The Hungarians in Yugoslavia, the Romanians in Russia, and the 
Bulgarians in Greece were all excellent disciples of Hitler’s incom- 
parable cruelty. 

In the United Nations camp, the people remained mostly sym- 
pathetic with the goals of their governments-in-exile. But- new 
quisling regimes were set up on their soil by Germany. 

Quislings, in fact, were established in all conquered European 
countries except Poland, where the Germans were unable to impose 
a fascist puppet regime. Despite the crudest kind of persecution, no 
candidate for the job of Polish quisling could be found. 

We are not going to discuss the satellite states in this chapter, nor 
are we going to devote much space to the quisling regimes. The 
reader will find information on these problems in earlier chapters 
which deal with single countries. Let us discuss here only govern- 
ments-in-exilc.^ Their fate will figure largely in the post-war 
settlements. 

^Many articles on governments-in-exile have been written in daily papers Snd periodicals. 
For more detailed information on governments-in-exile, see Daniel Bell and Leon Dennen, *‘The 
System of Governments in Exile,” The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social 
Science, CCXXXVII (March, 1944), pp. 134-147; Andre Visson, The Coining Struggle for 
Peace (New York: The Viking Press, 1944). 

Legal problems are discussed in F. F. Oppenheim, “Governments and Authorities in Exile,” 
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C zechoslovaJ{ia 

After Austria was occupied, Czechoslovakia became the next victim 
of German imperialism and European indifference. This most demo- 
cratic country of Central-Eastern Europe was partitioned at Munich 
in 1938. Sliortly after the Munich conference, Eduard Benes resigned 
as President. Emil Hacha became President of the Republic and the 
Agrarian Party assumed leadership in the government. President 
Bencs later left Europe for the United States, where he occupied the 
chair of philosophy and sociology at the University of Chicago. 

The model republic of Central-Eastern Europe became a German 
colony with Hacha, a quisling, as the head of the puppet regime. 
Bohemia was transformed into a “protectorate” and Slovakia into a 
puppet state, entirely controlled by German overlords. 

In 1939, President Benes started a movement in the United States 
for the liberation of Czechoslovakia. After the outbreak of the Second 
World War, a national committee was formed, which he headed. At 
first the committee met in Paris. After the military collapse of 
France, it moved to London. In 1940, a Czechoslovak government 
was formed out of this committee, which was recognized by the Brit- 
ish Government. 

President Benes took over the Presidency of State, and Monsignor 
Sramek was appointed Prime Minister. The most popular among the 
members of the government was Jan Masaryk, son of the late great 
President of Czechoslovakia, who became Minister of Foreign Affairs 
and Vice-Prime Minister. 

In international politics, there is such a thing as political credit, a 
very precious thing for a country to have. A lawful, democratic, and 
well-administered country has always received political credit in 
Western Europe and the United States. Denmark, Sweden, and 
Norway could be mentioned among the countries which enjoyed a 
great deal of such credit. Thanks to its excellent democratic record, 
Czechoslovakia had the highest political credit of all the Central- 
Eastern European countries for over 20 years. Because of this fact, the 
Czechoslovak government-in-exile soon achieved a respected and im- 
portant political standing among the United Nations. 

American Journal of International Law, XXX (October, 1942); also Czechoslomk. Yearbook 
of International Law (London: Czechoslovak Section of the International Law Association, 
1942). A penetrating analysis of the problem was given by Raimund von Hoffmannsthal in 
his European Resistance (New York: 1942). It is unfortunately a mimeographed and not a 
printed memorandum issued by the Postwar Department o£ Time, Life, and Fortune maga- 
zines for their members. 
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The former Prime Minister and leader of the Agrarian Party in 
exile, the late Milan Hodza, and Stepan Osusky, an able diplomat who 
was former Czechoslovak envoy to France, opposed the Benes govern- 
ment. 


Greece 

Greece did not possess too much political credit because of General 
Metaxas, dictator of Greece and foe of the greatest Greek statesman 
of this century, the late Venizelos. The heroic struggle of the Greek 
people and the guerrillas within the country eventually won for Greece 
the prestige she deserves. But two issues became a real obstacle: the 
controversy over King George II and the internal feuds of the guerrillas. 

In 1935, King George II came back to Greece after twelve years of 
exile. In 1936, General Metaxas’ dictatorial regime was established in 
Greece with the support of King George, who gave his signature to 
the dissolution of the parliament and the suspension of the con- 
stitution. 

Greece did not yield to the Axis in 1941. The Greek people 
gallantly fought the fascist and nazi invasion of their fatherland. 
After Greece was occupied, King George went with his government to 
London, and after several changes had been made in his government, 
he appointed Emmanuel Tsouderos (a Venizelist) as Prime Minister. 
Later on, the son of Eleutherios Venizelos, Sophocles, took his place. 

But the royal issue has not been solved. In fact, it has become more 
acute since the government returned to Greece. King George has been 
repudiated by the liberal and democratic Greeks who have constantly 
reminded the world of his collaboration with Metaxas and who resent 
British interference on the king’s behalf. 

The second issue was the feud between the EAM (the Liberation 
Front) and its partisan group (the ELAS) and the guerrillas of Colonel 
Napoleon Zervas, the EDES. The former was supported also by the 
Communists and had the sympathy of the Soviet Union. 

These two controversies became a grave problem to the Greek 
government-in-exile and were still unsolved,, after liberation, in the 
summer of 1945. But neither the royal issue nor the internal feuds 
should overshadow the heroic resistance of the Greek people and their 
strong stand against fascist and nazi aggression. 

Yugoslavia 

After the assassination of King Alexander of Yugoslavia in 1934 in 
Marseille, Prince Paul took over the regency for the boy-king, Peter 
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II. Prince Paul, supported by the Yugoslav reactionaries finally sided 
vs/ith Nazi Germany. In March, 1941, he sent his Prime Minister and 
his Foreign Minister to Vienna to join the Axis, of which Bulgaria, 
Romania, and Hungary had become satellites. Two days later a 
group of Yugoslav officers and democrats effiected a coup d’Stat and 
seized power in Belgrade. They acclaimed the youthful Peter as king, 
dismissed Paul, and arrested his ministers. Shortly thereafter, German 
tanks moved across the borders of Yugoslavia. In spite of heroic 
resistance, the fight was soon lost. The democratic Yugoslav Govern- 
ment went into exile and moved to London. Part of it established its 
headquarters in New York City. 

The Yugoslav Government-in-exile was soon torn by political con- 
troversies. As early as 1941, some of the democratic Yugoslav min- 
isters urged a fundamental change of policy and closer Croat-Slovene 
cooperation with the Serbs. But the cruelties of the Ustashis in 
Croatia against defenseless Serbian peasants and priests had a marked 
influence on the government-in-exile. Serbian nationalists abroad 
started political activity directed against all Croats. The result was 
a cooling off in the relationship between the Croats and Serbs in the 
government itself. The government was changed, but no essential 
improvement of Serbo-Croat relations was achieved. 

The situation became serious because of the fratricidal struggle be- 
tween Mikhailovich, War Minister in the government-in-exile, and 
Tito, who accused the guerrilla hero of the Second World War of 
cooperating with the Germans and Italians. On the other hand, the 
great successes and the heroic fight of Tito and his Partisans were 
evidence of the growing resistance movement among the Croats and 
Slovenes, who formed the bulk of the Partisans. 

This internal dispute caused a further split among Yugoslav emignfs. 
Some of them defended Mikhailovich, others sided with Tito. 

A compromise was finally achieved in 1944. As noted in Chapter 
XXIII, the Ban of Croatia, Ivan Subasich, formed a compromise 
government, dismissed Mikhailovich as War Minister, and went by 
plane to see Tito in order to make the necessary political arrangements. 
The Subasich Government has in turn been accused by certain groups 
of Serbs of having no support in Serbia proper. 

Before the war, Yugoslavia did not receive too much sympathy from 
abroad because of its autocratic king and internal feuds. The coup 
d’Stat of 1941, the war against the Axis, and the new democratic 
leadership were sufficient to redeem this gallant country in world 
opinion. Unfortunately for the whole of Central-Eastern Europe, 
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traditional feuds among Yugoslav nationalities were revived to the 
detriment of all concerned. 


Poland 

After the military collapse of Poland, the democratic parties, which 
for years had opposed the ruling groups, assumed leadership. The 
former opposition parties took the lead in the underground, and those 
of their representatives who managed to escape formed a democratic 
coalition government. In September, 1939, the President of the Polish 
Republic, Ignacy Moscicki, at that time interned in Romania, acted 
in accordance with the Constitution to appoint his successor. His 
first proposition was not acceptable to the parties, but they finally 
agreed upon President Wladyslaw Raczkiewicz. He in turn ap- 
pointed General Wladyslaw Sikorski, a moderate democrat who was 
one of the irreconcilable opponents of the Pilsudski regime, as Prime 
Minister. 

The government was formed of representatives of die four major 
parties: the Polish Socialists (PPS), the Polish Peasant Party, the 
Christian-Democratic Party, and the National Party. The first two 
parties represent a decisive majority of peasants and workers. The 
government-in-exile was first established in Paris, then in Angers, and 
later, after the fall of France, it moved to London. After Sikorski’s 
tragic death in a plane crash at Gibraltar (1943), Stanislaw Mik- 
olajczyk, a representative of the Polish Peasant Party became Prime 
Minister, and Jan Kwapinski, a Polish Socialist, became his deputy. 
In 1944, Tomasz Arciszewski, a Polish Socialist underground leader, 
was taken out of Poland by the underground and became president- 
designate in place of General Sosnowski. It is beyond the scope of this 
chapter to discuss all the changes within the Polish government-in- 
exile. It is more important to analyze the forces which were and are 
behind that government. 

First of all, the government has under its command a large army 
which has been fighting on many fronts, an air force which played an 
important role during the “Blitz,” and a small but gallant navy and 
merchant marine. The government in London kept in close touch 
with the Polish underground. Contact was maintained by radio and 
by couriers who travelled to Poland and back. In Poland itself, a 
whole underground state was organized, controlled by a political 
council 'Composed of the representatives of the four major political 
parties. The Polish Government within Poland was represented by a 
Deputy'' Prime Minister, the delegate of the London regime. The 
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commander-in-chief of the underground forces cooperated closely 
with the Polish govcrnment-in-exile and with the Polish general 
staff in London. Therefore the Polish government-in-exile did rep- 
resent the great majority of the resistance movement. Only insig- 
nificant groups were not linked up with it. 

Some elements of the government-in-exile, notably including former 
Premier Mikolajezyk, joined forces widi the regime originally es- 
tablished in Moscow to form a new government in Warsaw in June 
of 1945- At Russia’s insistence, the Arciszewski cabinet in London 
was not represented in it. It remains to be seen what role the London 
group will play in the future. 

Free Movements . 

Besides the governments-in-exile, emigre liberals from the pro-Axis 
countries established or tried to establish “Free Movements,” a rep- 
resentation of democratic elements sympathetic to the United Nations. 
Romania, Hungary, and Austria organized Free Committees in London 
and New York City, and some attempts were made to establish a 
Bulgarian Committee. 

Plans for Federation in Central-Eastern Europe^ 

Long-range plans for Central-Eastern Europe were outlined at the 
beginning of this war when tlie military situation was still grave and 
peace seemed very far away. International politics was visionary and 
hopeful at tliat time. A federation of Central-Eastern Europe was 
then proposed, although today it is far from realization. This project 
still forms a most interesting nucleus of post-war ideas for Central- 
Eastern Europe and may yet have some influence on future develop- 
ments. 

The idea of federation is not new. It was advanced long ago in the 
history of Central-Eastern Europe, as far back as the fifteenth and 
sixteenth centuries. The modern concept of close collaboration 
originated as early as 1848. The famous Czechoslovak statesman and 
historian Frantisek Palack^f, the leader of the Hungarian revolution 
Louis Kossuth, and his compatriot Wladislaw Teleky envisioned the 
necessity for such cooperation. This realization came to Kossuth after 
he lost the fight against the Habsburgs. 

Within the Austro-Hungarian Empire, too, there were strong efforts 

“This part of the chapter is a somewhat shortened contribution already published in The 
Annals: Feliks Gross, “Peace Planning for Central and Eastern Europe , The Annals of . the 
American Academy of Political and Social Science, CCXXXII (March, 1944)? PP- 169-176. See 
also Feliks Cross, Crossroads of Two Continents (New York: Columbia University Press, 1945). 



626 GOVERNMENTS-IN-EXILE AND POSTWAR PLANS 

made to transform the monarchy into a democratic federation. The 
Austrian Socialists in particular, such as Karl Renner (who wrote 
under the pseudonym of Springer) and Otto Bauer, tried to promote 
as much national autonomy as possible within the framework of the 
monarchy. In 1906, Aurel Popovici attempted to present a plan for 
a transformation of the Austrian monarchy into a federal body. All 
of these plans within the monarchy pointed to two facts : first, that the 
nationalities under the Habsburg yoke were struggling for freedom; 
second, that most of the statesmen, even those of the smaller nations 
within the monarchy, realized that some kind of close cooperation 
among them was necessary to surmount economic and political dif- 
ficulties. 

The idea of close cooperation received new impetus from the great 
Czechoslovak statesman and thinker, Thomas G. Masaryk. Masaryk 
fought hard for the liberation of the small nations under Austro- 
Hungarian rule, but he realized that the liberation must be followed 
by a system of close collaboration among all the small nations in the 
area. He presented these thoughts in his Neu> Europe, written during 
World War I, and in the Philadelphia Manifesto of 1918 which he 
signed After the Treaty of Versailles, the nations which were under 
the Habsburg monarchy were freed, but strong regional cooperation 
was not achieved. The nearest approach to it was the Little Entente, 
a loose system that included Czechoslovakia, Romania, and Yugo- 
slavia. 

The Little Entente was directed primarily against Hungarian re- 
visionist tendencies but it also had deep economic significance. Ex- 
perience has shown that economic cooperation in this agricultural 
basin is necessary for all the countries of the Danubian region, and 
such . cooperation was really established in the nineteen-thirties. But 
when Germany exerted heavy pressure, neither the Little Entente nor 
the Polish-Romanian Alliance proved strong enough to produce even 
the most elementary solidarity of the countries menaced. Czecho- 
slovakia was left all alone. Even later, the nations in that region and 
in the Balkans did not comprehend the necessity for uniting to fight 
the common enemy — ^Nazi Germany. The ties between them proved 
very weak. 

After 1939, many thoughtful people felt that the system of small 
and unrelated national states in Central-Eastern Europe was one of 
the reasons why it was so easy for the Germans to subjugate this part 
of Europe. In the underground and in exile, in Paris, London, and 
New York, statesmen, journalists, soldiers, and scientists widely dis- 
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cussed the causes of defeat and the way toward a solution of the 
situation. In the gloomy days of the superiority of the German war 
machine, many representatives of these nations came to understand 
how small were their differences and how petty their quarrels com- 
pared to the fate of the occupied territories. The necessity for close 
cooperation was more and more appreciated and political thinking 
became more lucid. 

Until, let us say, 1940, there were plans and programs for some 
kind of international cooperation, vaguely expressed in 1848, limited 
to the concept of transformation of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy 
before 1914, clear as a necessity for close regional collaboration in 
Masaryk’s writings. After 1940, the plans became more definite in 
their federal concept of international cooperation in this area. 

The first sign of this was the Polish-Czechoslovak declaration issued 
on November ii, 1940, whereby both governments decided that 
Poland and Czechoslovakia should form a confederation after the 
war. The details were discussed in Paris for a long time; then in 
London; and finally, on January 23, 1942, a Polish-Czechoslovak 
agreement was signed confirming the formation of a confederation. 

Simultaneously, the exiled governments of Greece and Yugoslavia 
worked on a Balkan union, reaching an agreement in London on 
January 15, 1942. Some common institutions were even outlined. 
This idea was cordially greeted by the confederated Poles and 
Czechoslovaks. 

Another formal step in this direction was made on November 5, 
1941, at the International Labor Conference in New York. The dele- 
gations from Czechoslovakia, Greece, Yugoslavia, and Poland issued a 
common declaration about Central-Eastern European regional solidar- 
ity. Consequently, in January, 1942, the Central-Eastern European 
Planning Board, composed of representatives of these four states, was 
formed as a planning and research agency in New York. 

The formal treaties had plenty of background. Articles and book- 
lets were written about this idea by political emigres in the political 
centers of the United Nations. Speeches were delivered and the 
problems involved were studied and discussed. 

In some countries the underground took an active part. In the 
Polish underground press, the idea of a confederated Central-Eastern 
Europe found wide support. All shades of political opinion from the 
radical labor movement to the moderates were responsive. In an 
article published by an underground Polish radical paper of January 
21, 1942, commenting pn the New York declaration of November 5, 
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1941, we read; “The federated Europe must be composed of federated 
regions. The Central and Eastern European confederation is regarded 
as a necessary step.” 

Many other underground editorials were written in the same strain, 
stressing security and economic problems as those which must be com- 
mitted to a federation. On November 19, 1942, at the Polish National 
Council (which is a kind of Parliament-in-exile) representatives of 
the Polish Labor Party and the Polish Peasant Party jointly presented 
a project on post-war Poland. This entire project was prepared in the 
Polish underground hy delegates of both of these groups and trans- 
mitted to London through underground channels. In this plan, the 
basic premise of Poland’s foreign policy is the formation of a federation 
of the Central and Eastern European states as a part of a European 
Commonwealth. 

What should be the extent of the proposed federation.? There arc 
many more or less conflicting plans. Broadly speaking three pos- 
sibilities exist. The first is the formation of a large federation com- 
posed of Greece, Albania, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, Romania, Hungary, 
Austria, Czechoslovakia, and Poland. The second introduces two 
federal groups — the southern one composed of the Balkan States and 
the nordiern composed of the rest. The third proposition envisages 
a northern group of Czechoslovakia and Poland; a middle-Danubian 
group of Austria, Hungary, and Romania; and a southern Balkan 
group. 

The idea of federation gained in importance when the democratic 
leaders of Czechoslovakia and Poland, Eduard Benes and Wladyslaw 
Sikorski, identified themselves with the plans. Benes, in his original 
project, envisaged the eventual development of a natural bridge be- 
tween the northern (Czechoslovak-Polish) and southern (Balkan) 
confederations, and believed that this would be a logical step toward 
the consolidation of the whole of Europe. 

Sikorski, in his plan, advocated one large federal grouping. But 
many authorities felt and still feel that several federal groups in this 
area would work out better in practice. 

The constitutional problem is also important. Certainly the dif- 
ficult nationality problems of this region preclude a classic federal 
system fike that of the United States, for the historical development of 
the latter is in no way comparable. A more feasible formula would 
be to adopt salient provisions from the United States, the Swiss con- 
federation, and the British Commonwealth of Nations, and apply 
them to local situations. The Polish underground, in a paper which 
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discussed the “Program for a People’s Poland,” pleaded for a close 
union on the pattern of the United States. 

An interesting project is presented in the London Danubian Club 
plan. It contemplates the creation of a political system based on two 
chambers, a government of the union, and a presidency. The first 
chamber of the union, or, as the authors call it, the “Council of the 
Union,” should consist of deputies elected on the basis of one deputy 
for a given number of citizens throughout the union. The second 
chamber, described as a “Council of the States,” would contain an 
equal number of representatives from each member state, appointed 
by the government of such a state. In this way, a common platform 
could be developed in the first chamber for the main political groups — 
for instance, for the peasant or labor parties of the whole region. The 
interests of the states would be protected in the second chamber. The 
federal government should deal with foreign affairs, foreign trade 
and customs unions, finance and taxation, money and credit, exchange 
and banking, transport, policies of economic development, collective 
security, and other functions. According to this plan, the presidency 
should be a rotating office. 

Somewhat different plans were presented earlier by the Polish diplo- 
mat Anatol Muhlstein, and later on still another plan was offered by 
the former Czechoslovak Prime Minister and Agrarian leader, Milan 
Hodza. Both plans are based largely on Austro-Hungarian experi- 
ence. Hodza especially had long experience within the Hungarian 
Parliament, and drew some conclusions from it. Muhlstein proposed 
that the federation should possess legislative, executive, and judicial 
organs necessary for the exercise of its functions. Its legislative body, 
called by him the “federal senate,” should be composed of delegates of 
the federated states. The delegates (senators) should be elected by the 
national parliaments of the respective states. This is reminiscent, in 
some respects, of the parliamentary delegations in the Austro-Hungar- 
ian monarchy. 

Hodza brings forth some interesting ideas in his project. Among 
others, he proposes a federal Ministry of Cooperation. This would be 
a special body designed to encourage cooperation among die member 
states and to strengthen mutual friendship and understanding. 

Economic Reconstruction 

Economic reconstruction on a regional basis in this area has attracted 
even more attention. There are also many plans drawn for the region 
as a whole, in industry and in agriculture. 
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The main issues are the agricultural problem and the surplus popu- 
lation. Agriculture is still backward in most of the area, and it is a 
region of peasant economy. Land reform is essential in some coun- 
tries. Land reform here means the breaking up of large estates and the 
consolidation of small holdings. As far as Poland is concerned, all 
political parties in the underground, perhaps with minor exceptions, 
acknowledge the necessity for a radical land reform which would 
strengthen and extend the reforms of the period between the wars. 
The labor movement, in particular, proposes “Agrarian reform” in its 
program for a People’s Poland. Great landed estates will be expropri- 
ated and turned into land reserves for breaking up. These expro- 
priated estates will be placed under the supervision of communal and 
district committees for land reform.”® 

But land reform will not solve all problems. It must be followed 
by adequate economic development. There are plans to make agricul- 
ture in certain areas more efficient. Peasant cooperatives, already 
successful in this region, are regarded in all plans as a basic system to 
promote the mechanization of agriculture and the increase of milk and 
food production. Finally, proper progress in agriculture requires 
cheap electricity. Plans are being made by eastern European experts 
in London for the electrification of the whole area of Central-Eastern 
Europe on a regional basis, and the TVA is cited as an example to be 
copied eventually. 

An economic and political program for die peasantry was formu- 
lated by the peasant leaders of the Central and Eastern European coun- 
tries in London, 1942. It is one of the most important documents on 
this subject. This program in general contemplates the above-men- 
tioned lines of agricultural reform and is based on the regional concept 
of a peasant Central-Eastern Europe. It stresses peasant ownership, 
agricultural cooperation, agricultural credit and insurance, stability of 
prices, agricultural improvements, agricultural education, rural wel- 
fare, and industrialization. 

Industrialization is needed in this area to raise standards of living and 
to give employment to a large jobless population. Before the war, 
there were many people in the vElages who made a subnormal living. 
They were not needed for agricultural production, but could not find 
employment elsewhere. According to a Polish economist, J. Poniatow- 
ski, at least one-third of the rural population of Poland could be with- 
drawn from agriculture without reducing production. Egoroff for 
Bulgaria and Bicanic for the Croatian part of Yugoslavia have come to 


^Program for People* s Poland (New York: Polish Labor Group, 1943). 
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the conclusion that, on the average, one-third of the agricultural popu- 
lation represents a surplus which is, in fact, a burden for the stage of 
development already attained by agriculture and prevents its further 
advance.'* 

Most of the experts agree that emigration alone cannot solve the 
difficult population problem in this area. They mostly agree also that 
even a drastic land reform and the improvement of agricultural output 
will not be able to absorb all of the unemployed. Industrialization is 
thus regarded as a helpful solution, and some groups in London and 
New York are working out plans to that end. 

Educational and Social Reconstruction 

Plans for post-war reconstruction in Central-Eastern Europe also 
embrace the educational and social fields. Culture and education have 
been cruelly destroyed, and their reconstruction is a big problem. The 
Central and Eastern European Planning Board in particular has been 
active in this respect. A general plan of educational reconstruction for 
the area is envisioned by Vojta Benes, an outstanding Czechoslovak 
expert on education. Plans for student and professor exchanges and 
mutual help in educational reconstruction were widely discussed in a 
special institute at New York University in April, 1943, organized by 
the Central and Eastern European Planning Board, the United States 
Committee on Educational Reconstruction, and New York University. 

Furthermore, it is accepted as a basic principle that this federation 
can be organized only as a democratic and progressive union. An 
equalization of social standards is therefore needed, as Jan Kozak 
rightly points out.® A peasant country in eastern Europe could hardly 
unite with one ruled by big landowners. Therefore the introduction 
of socially progressive democratic patterns is needed in the whole area 
to form a true democratic federation. 

Further development in this direction would probably also require 
some adequate plans concerning the regional organization of social 
security systems and a proper adjustment of living standards. 

Role of the Great Powers 

As can be seen from this short survey, planning activities for Central- 
Eastern Europe are quite prolific and often imbued with enthusiasm 

’^Bicanic, Rudolph, “Agricultural Overpopulation,” Yugoslav Postwar Reconstruction Papers, 
No. 3, Vol. I (New York: Office o£ Reconstruction and Economic Affairs, Government of 
Yugoslavia, 1942). 

®Koz 4 k, Jan, “America and the Postwar World, Our Relations with the Countries of Cential 
and Eastern Europe,” Oherlin Alumni Magazine (December, 1942). 
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and good will. But their materialization does not depend only on the 
nations involved. It depends rather on political realities determined 
by foreign policies, above all by the three big powers, the United States, 
Great Britain, and die Soviet Union. 

A favorable approach to a regional federal project in Europe was 
clearly expressed by Winston Churchill in his speech of March 21, 1943, 
in which he gave his support to the idea that the small nations should 
form groupings of states or a confederation. The Soviet Union, which 
would be the nearest neighbor of such a confederation, is a very 
important factor. There is no official Soviet statement on this subject, 
but an opinion was expressed in an article which appeared in the 
Moscow periodical. War and the Wording Class, whose author, Mr. 
Malinin, took an unfriendly attitude toward any federal idea in eastern 
Europe. 

A democratic and progressive federation of Central-Eastern Europe 
could not be hostile towards the Soviet Union. It could not possibly 
exist if it were. Moreover, it could form an important bridge between 
the Soviet and western Europe by developing an attitude of friendship 
and collaboration with both. 

From Idealism to Realism 

Besides the federal trend in post-war planning, there has also been 
a tendency towards realism, a tendency which has been growing 
stronger since the second half of 1943. 

Realism here means that post-war plans have to be adjusted to the 
interests of the great powers, even if those interests are somewhat 
detrimental to the small states. In a realistic approach, they have to 
find the best solution for themselves within the framework of an 
order which is principally designed for the benefit of the strong. 

Soviet Russia is necessarily a dominant factor in all calculations about 
the future of Central-Eastern Europe. For example, the mere fact that 
there were bad relations between the Soviet Union and Poland, and, 
on the other hand, friendly relations between the Soviet Union and 
Czechoslovakia, was bound to have an influence on the Polish-Czecho- 
slovak confederation. 

Plainly the Soviet Union is able to exert a decisive influence in 
Central-Eastern Europe. Since the U.S.S.R., at least for the present, is 
opposed to federation plans, it is evident that there is no real possibility 
for the creation of a federation unless and until Moscow’s attitude 
changes. 

The Soviet plan for Central and Eastern Europe was revealed by the 
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Moscow agreement between Czechoslovak ia and the Soviet Union in 
December, 1943. As President Benes explained, the agreement® is to 
lay the foundation for a permanent close alliance between the Soviet 
Union and Czechoslovakia, eventually to include Poland. A Soviet, 
Czechoslovak, and Polish union is envisaged in this scheme as a perma- 
nent defense against the German Drang nach Osten. 

In his message to the State Council in 1944, President Benes stressed 
the importance of Polish-Czechoslovak collaboration, recalling the 
mutual declaration of confederation of November ii, 1940. This also 
means that a Czechoslovak-Polish confederation within the Soviet- 
Polish-Czechoslovak system is still a feasible plan. This attitude has 
been confirmed by President Benes in his recent article which appeared 
in Foreign Affairs (Vol. XXIII No. i, pp. 26-37). 

The more idealistic plans for a European federation are thus re- 
placed by the realistic concept of spheres of influence which implies the 
division of our globe into orbits among the Great Powers. 

There arc some variations of this concept. Walter Lippmann pre- 
dicts, rather than projects, three regional orbits: the Atlantic Commu- 
nity, the Russian orbit, and the Chinese orbit.^ The United States and 
Great Britain would have dominant influence within the Atlantic 
Community; Eastern Europe would be a part of the Russian orbit; and 
the Far East would belong to the Chinese sphere. 

The whole idea of spheres of influence is die outcome of a realistic 
approach to the distribution of political power in a global sense. The 
United Nations organization has to take account of this reality. The 
concept of spheres of influence substitutes some kind of domination of 
the stronger over the weaker for the cooperation of equality. This 
domination can vary in degree, and the degree will depend chiefly on 
the democratic tradition of the dominant factor. The dangers of 
spheres of influence can only be avoided by the establishment of an 
international world order based on the cooperation of all nations. 

Central-Eastern Europe has become, in fact, a sphere of influence of 
the Soviet Union, and post-war plans for this area will be made accord- 
ing to this reality. 

At first, the Soviet Union will use its influence in this orbit to 
satisfy its territorial demands. This means that it will incorporate into 
its territory Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, and the eastern provinces of 
Poland and Bessarabia. 


* Benes, Eduard, Czechoslova\ Policy for Victory and Peace (London: Czechoslovak Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, 1944), p. 20 ff. 

Lippmann. Walter, C/. S. War Aims (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1944), pp. 187 fE. 
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In turn, the Soviet Union will support Polish claims to the eastern 
provinces of Germany and to a part of East Prussia (a part will prob- 
ably be absorbed by the Soviet Union) ; Romanian claims to Transyl- 
vania; perhaps Yugoslav claims to Fiume, Trieste, and maybe the whole 
of Istria and a part of southern Austria inhabited by the Slovenes. 

Is there still hope for a federation? Yes, if the Soviet Union will 
agree. A federation of Central-Eastern Europe in friendly collabora- 
tion with the Soviet Union would be a firm barrier against German 
aggression. If the Soviet Union intends only to defend herself against 
the possibility of future German aggression and has no other plans, the 
federation is an adequate solution. 
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Chapter XXXI 


ECONOMIC PROBLEMS OF CENTRAL-EASTERN 

EUROPE 

Agricultural 'Economy^ 

TThE economy of Central-Eastern Europe is predominantly agri- 
cultural. It is true that the oil fields in southeastern Poland and 
Romania are the richest in Europe and that the steel industries of 
Czechoslovakia, Austria, and southeastern Poland are among the most 
important on the continent. Other industries are also scattered through 
the region, but industrial production on the whole is relatively low 
in this area as compared with Western Europe, Great Britain, or the 
United States — low in output and in number of workers. 

Yet despite the outstanding importance of agriculture, this part of 
the world is agriculturally underdeveloped, as shown by a comparison 
of the yields of the principal crops with those of Western Europe. The 
yields of Central-Eastern Europe are relatively poor not only because 
of primitive farming methods, but also because these countries were 
so often destroyed by wars and so much exploited that capitalization 
did not take place to the same degjree as in the West. 

The leaders of the small nations in the region are entirely aware of 
the hopes of their peoples that the Second World War would not only 
do away with Nazi slavery but that the peace to follow would also 
produce a more prosperous economic society. The basic economic 
problems of Central-Eastern Europe are discussed in this chapter. 

Political Background of Economic Problems 

In order to comprehend the economic ills of Central-Eastern Europe, 
it is inevitably necessary to understand the political setting and the 
political forces prevailing in that area. 

Whether these forces threw detrimental shadows from the outside, 

* This chapter was completed in the summer of 1944. The population figures as well as raw 
material resources of the individual countries are mentioned as of January, 1938. 
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or whether they came into being because of internal conditions, they 
all had one primary consequence. The nations of the region discussed 
here, with the possible exception of Czechoslovakia, “lived — economi- 
cally speaking — a dead man’s life.” Feudalism and the guild organi- 
zations of the Middle Ages were dead, but their decaying bodies were 
political and economic obstacles to every endeavor of the people to 
advance along tire road of welfare and progress on which the masses of 
Western Europe and America were marching. 

It is our hope and the hope of the people of Central-Eastern Europe 
— who fought such a stubborn and costly battle for their freedom — 
that with the destruction of Nazi bondage they will also get rid of all 
those remnants of past ages which have hampered their strivings for 
genuine political and economic progress. 

Let us then view from this angle the economic problems these people 
face and the tools they have at hand with which to solve them. In 
the crucial social problems of Central-Eastern Europe, the economic 
aspects naturally cannot be divorced from the political aspects. How- 
ever, since the political factors in Central-Eastern Europe have been 
analyzed in previous chapters, we will refrain from discussing them 
here with the humble reminder that the economic salvation of this area 
can be achieved only in a sound political framework. 


Population Factors 

The greatest asset and at the same time the biggest problem of 
Central-Eastern Europe is its growing population. In 1920 this popu- 
lation was not more than 100,000,000 (excluding Russia), whereas in 
1940 the number of people had increased to 116,420,000^ and the popu- 
lation curve is still vigorously ascending. 

Under these circumstances, the problem which the governments of 
these nations must face is to supply productive employment for the 
ever-growing population. Until 1914, a great stream of surplus popu- 


1 


Country: 

Albania 

Austria 

Bulgaria 

Czechoslovakia 

Greece 

Hungary 

Poland 

Romania 

Yugoslavia. . . . 


Population: 

1.100.000 

6.660.000 

6.310.000 

15.300.000 
7,180,00a 

9.160.000 

35.100.000 

10.300.000 

15.100.000 


Data taken from Frank W. Notestein and others, 
The Future Population of Europe and the Soviet Union 
(Geneva: League of Nations, 1944), p. 56. 
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lation left this area yearly either for overseas — ^notably for the United 
States — or for Western Europe. Through this process — socially a 
costly one — the population pressure in the native lands was eased and 
the low per capita income of the population remaining at home was 
augmented by remittances from emigrants.^ These remittances from 
overseas countries and from Western Europe played a considerable 
role in the national income structure of all these countries, especially 
in Greece and Poland. In 1928, total remittances sent to this area 
from the United States alone amounted to $65,000,000.® 

After 1924, emigration became more and more difficult and so a 
growing number of people had to find employment in the home 
market, either in agriculture or in underdeveloped industry and com- 
merce. At the same time, the income from remittances showed a 
declining tendency, due to the natural fact that emigrants gradually 
take root in their new homes, establish families, and lose their ties with 
their relatives in their native land. 

Where then should the surplus population find its livelihood ? The 
agricultural field is over-crowded. In the period between wars, this 
region had a natural increase of over 20,000,000 people, mostly in the 
rural areas.'* For lack of adequate alternatives, over half of this in- 
crease had to be absorbed by agriculture, while emigration from the 
area removed less than 10 per cent of the natural increase. It is not 
surprising then to find that whereas the number of agricultural work- 
ers per hectare of cultivated land was 28.6 in Holland and 16.4 in Den- 
mark, this number jumped to 58.6 in Bulgaria, to 41.1 in Romania, to 
40.8 in Yugoslavia, to 28.6 in Hungary, and to 28 in Czechoslovakia.® 
At the same time, it must be stressed that the land under cultivation, 
insofar as its fertility is concerned, is far below standards considered 
marginal in Western Europe and the new continents. 

One might assume that the great density of the rural population 
would result in a higher crop yield per hectare. Unfortunately, due 
to various reasons to be discussed later, the opposite is true. In Den- 
mark, with an average employment of 16.4 people per hectare, the 
yield in wheat is 31.3 quintals. In Romania, known for its wheat 

^ In most of these countries the annual national per capita income was as low as $85.00. 

For details, see Agrarian Problems from the Baltic to the Aegean (London: The Royal Insd- 
tute of International Affairs, 1944). 

®Han 2 , Josef, Eastern Europe and the United States (Boston: World Peace Foundation, 1942), 

p. II. 

'‘Notestein, Frank W., and others. The Future Population of Europe and the Soviet Union 
(Geneva: League of Nations, 1944), p. 166. 

® Basch, Antonin, The Danube Basin and the German Economic Sphere (New York: Colum- 
bia Press, 1943), p. 234. 
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exports, employing 41. i people per hectare as noted above, the average 
yield is only 9.1 quintals. In Yugoslavia, it is ii.i quintals with an 
employment of 40.8 people." The ratio in Poland is no better. 

The productivity of agricultural labor in the Balkans, in ti large 
part of Poland, and in the eastern part of Czechoslovakia is about one- 
third of that in France, Germany, or Denmark.' This is certainly 
not due to any lack of intelligence or energy on the part of the people 
themselves, since the same men whose small productivity in Central- 
Eastern Europe we deplore proved a valued help on the farms of 
France and were found to be dependable, versatile, and diligent work- 
ers in the factories of the United States. 

Low productivity is due partly to the lack of capital employed in 
agriculture, roughly less than one-half of that used in Western Europe 
and, of course, considerably less than is employed in the United States 
and Canada. Other factors are the lack of fertilizer and also of 
higher educational standards v/hich would make the people more 
flexible and alert to new processes of production and enable them to 
use the scientific findings of their respective agricultural institutes 

Diversification of Crops 

It is evident that a structural change in agricultural production, as 
envisaged in the conclusion of the United Nations Conference on 
Food and Agriculture,® namely the replacement of grain production 
by systems producing more of the so-called “protective foods,” would 
ease the situation of the rural population of Central-Eastern Europe. 

Such a change would require more labor, more fertilizer, and above 
all better husbandry. The most important result, however, would be 
a far higher yield per acre as well as per man than in grain production 
— which would provide a higher income for the agricultural popula- 
tion. Not only would there then be an absolute increase in agricul- 
tural income, resulting from the increased productivity of the rural 
population, but at the same time this would also have a cumulative 
effect on the income of the rest of the population as a result of the 
increased purchasing power of the rural section. The area as a 
whole would be afforded an opportunity to utilize its plants and trade 
facilities fully and ultimately to expand them in the light of new 
demands. 

®Basch, Antonin, The Danube Basin and the German Economic Sphere (New York: Colum- 
bia Press, 1943), p. 234. 

^ For further details, see D. Warrmcr, Economics of Peasant Farming (London: Oxford 
University Press, 1939). 

^Hot Springs, May, 1943. 
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The importance of developing a balanced economy in this area, in 
order to increase the purchasing power of the peasant population, can 
be seen from the fact that, except for Czechoslovakia, over 50 per cent 
of the people of the region derived their income from agriculture.® 
The share of agricultural revenue in the total national income of these 
countries was far below the percentage of people earning their liveli- 
hood by farming. For instance, 81.8 per cent of the Bulgarian popu- 
lation was employed in agriculture, but the percentage of national in- 
come derived from agriculture amounted only to 53.5 per cent. The 
other countries were no better off in this respect.^® 

A fundamental change in agricultural production is imperative also 
for the simple reason that, even with ample capital and a properly 
adjusted monetary policy, it is hardly feasible for these countries to 
compete in the open markets of Western Europe with cereal producers 
from overseas. As far as protective foods are concerned, however, due 
to the greater amount of labor required for their production, Central- 
Eastern Europe would be able to compete in those markets without 
all the artificial stimulae which proved to be such a hindrance to an 
orderly expansion of foreign trade among the nations of Europe. 
Moreover, an increase in cash income of the rural population, resulting 
from such a diversification of agricultural production, would ease the 
pressure on the peasants of Central-Eastern Europe to sell their cereal 
products at the cost of an extremely unsatisfactory diet. This in turn 
would mean that wheat and maize, produced at high cost in Central- 
Eastern Europe, would virtually stop competing with the same products 
produced at extremely low cost overseas. 

The possibilities of agricultural diversification can be seen from the 
fact that, before the Second World War, about one-third of the agricul- 
tural area of Western Europe was devoted to protective foods against 
less than one-seventh in Central-Eastern Europe.^^ 

Naturally, to achieve positive results in this direction, a far-reaching 
long-range program is imperative. The diversification of agricultural 
production will have to be adjusted to the fertility of land in the various 
sections of this region. Better grades of land are more suited to the 
production of livestock and crop diversification than are areas with 


® Hungary, 53.2 per cent; Romania, 78.1 per cent; Yugoslavia, 76.1 per cent; Bulgaria, 81.8 
per cent; Greece, 53.6 per cent; and Czechoslovakia, 36.5 per cent. 

^®For detailed comparison o£ the ratio of employed people in agriculture to the share of 
national income derived from farming, see Agrarian Problems from the Baltic to the Aegean 
(London: The Royal Institute of International Affairs, I944)» P- 5 o* 

^^Basch, Antonin, The Danube Basin and the German Economic Sphere (New York: Colum- 
bia University Press, 1943), pp. 240-241. 
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poor soil. Furthermore, certain technical improvements must be made 
and the forces of nature must be brought under control and utilized 
for human welfare. This was clearly recognized by agrarian experts 
and representatives of the peasant communities of Central and South- 
eastern Europe who met in London on July 9, 1942. In the program 
they adopted for an agricultural policy in their respective countries, 
they stressed as prerequisites of a new era in Central and Southeastern 
Europe the necessity of: 

“(a) land drainage, water conservation, irrigation and the vital 
supply of hydro-electric power both for town and country, for 
which an initial survey on a national scale will probably be 
required; 

(b) measures of soil improvement, including the use of manure 
and appropriate fertilizers; 

(c) the provision of technical equipment, many forms of agricul- 
tural machinery and implements; 

(d) the improvement of all kinds of seeds, and the improvement of 
the breeding of livestock.” 

It should be emphasized, however, that even a completely successful 
fulfillment of die program outlined above would be only a partial 
solution of the problem of over-population and low standards of 
living. A thorough land reform, which was already under way in all 
the countries under discussion except Hungary, will be an additional 
positive factor in the achievement of the goal. Nonetheless, assuming 
the absence of emigration into Western Europe and overseas, agricul- 
ture, even at the highest point of efficiency, could not fully absorb and 
productively employ the ever-growing population. In fact, if the 
agriculture of Central-Eastern Europe is to work efficiently, it is es- 
sential that some other field of productive employment should drain 
off the surplus population of the rural areas. 

Industrialization 

The only real solution then, combined with a progressive agricultural 
policy, is industrialization. The interest of these countries and, in- 
deed, of the whole world, is not merely to employ their population at 
starvation wages but to increase their standard of living. We say the 
whole world because it is evident that, if living standards in this area 

“ “Program of Popular Liberation and Progress for Peasant Communities in Central and 
South-East Europe,” reprinted in Agrarian Problems from the Baltic to the Aegean (London: 
The Royal Institute of International Affairs, 1944), pp. 19-27. 
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remain low, while they rise in Western Europe or overseas, increasingly 
bitter complaints would be heard against the wealthier countries and 
strong pressure would be brought to bear against tlie immigration 
barriers of more advanced nations. 

Moreover, it is a recognized truth that in every region of the earth, 
income levels are higher where the proportion of the working popu- 
lation engaged in agriculture is lower. Professor Eugene Staley, in 
his new book World Economic Development^^ quotes an unpublished 
paper by Louis H. Bean; “Industrialization, The Universal Need for 
Occupational Adjustment Out of Agriculture,” to the effect that “the 
low per capita incomes of (e.g.) China and India could be doubled if, 
with more efficient use of human and natural resources, only 15 per 
cent of their working population were shifted from food production to 
other pursuits . . . additional shifts of less than 10 per cent would 
treble income.” 

This thesis seems especially valid for Central-Eastern Europe and 
makes die development of manufacturing and mining industries there 
essential. The people of Yugoslavia, Romania, Bulgaria, Hungary, 
and Poland have seen an example of the application of this theory in 
Czechoslovakia. The latter is endowed with the same climate and 
roughly the same natural resources as its neighbors. But, with nearly 
40 per cent of its population employed in industry and mining and 
only some 36.5 per cent in agriculture (as against 50 to 80 per cent in 
other countries), it had more population per square mile of total land 
surface and per 100 acres of cultivated land, and its population enjoyed 
the highest living standard in Central-Eastern Europe. 

Education of Industrial Workers 

In the foregoing discussion, it was stated that the only remedy for the 
over-population problem in Central-Eastern Europe is industrializa- 
tion. The question immediately arises whether there are natural 
conditions for such a process, particularly if it has to be undertaken on 
a large scale. A second question, since the necessary capital has to 
come from the West, is whether or not such development would be 
detrimental to established industrial enterprises in the West. In other 
words, would the Western countries, by supporting the development of 
industries in this area, be causing unemployment and lower living 
standards in their own countries? 

Even a superficial glance at a map of the natural resources of 

^ Staley, Eugene, World Economic Development — E'ffects on Advanced Industrial Countries 
(Montreal, Canada: International Labor Office, i944)> P- 5* 
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Europe will convince the reader that two fundamental factors of 
production, raw materials and labor, are amply available in this area. 
(In fact, the over-abundance of manpower is the problem industrializa- 
tion ought to solve.) It is true that the efl&ciency of the available labor 
is below that of America or Western Europe. In this respect indus- 
trialization will also have to do some educating. 

The first task of such a project will be to provide for the training and 
“skilling” of labor which is to transform Central and Eastern European 
peasants into industrial workers. If this is done on a large scale, in the 
native language, it will be much simpler and even more successful 
than the “educational” process which the emigrants from this area 
had to undergo in such alien environments as Detroit or Pittsburgh 
before they became the exceedingly useful workers in the war in- 
dustries of the United States which they are today. According to a 
survey made by the Office of War Information, some 60 per cent of 
the workers employed in American war industries are emigrants or 
descendants of emigrants from this part of Europe. 

However, re-education has to be carried out on a national scale. The 
automatism of laissez-faire never worked properly in diis respect. It 
broke down because it is not profitable for a private entrepreneur to 
invest in traming labor. “There are no mortgages on workers — and 
entrepreneurs who invest in training workers may lose capital if these 
workers contact with other firms.” But such education, although 
not a good investment for a private firm, is the best possible investment 
for a state. 

Preparation for war and contact with complicated war machines dur- 
ing the recent war has made the population of this area more machine- 
minded. Therefore the “re-education process” seems to us a much 
simpler one than is generally believed. This does not contradict the 
fact that for the first decade or so the West will have to send industrial 
engineers into Central-Eastern Exxrope to help organize, build, and 
run the new industrial enterprises. The point is rather that the prob- 
lem of re-education will not be as insurmountable as some critics con- 
tend. 


Raw Materials 

As for raw materials, although geological formations are not yet 
fully investigated and a great number of natural resources are prob- 
ably still undiscovered, the resources already known point to im- 

Rosenstein-Rodan, P. N., “Industrialization o£ Eastern and Southeastern Europe,” Economic 
Journal (1943), p. 21 1. 
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portant potential developments. Let us therefore take country by 
country and analyze their resources: 

(i) Yugoslavia: This country is known chiefly as a producer and 
exporter of agricultural commodities. Some three-fourths of the 
population were dependent on agriculture and forestry prior to the 
recent war. Maize and wheat were the main products, which were 
carried every autumn in long barges up the Danube to Czechoslovakia, 
Austria, and Germany. The yearly crop averaged around 4 million 
tons of maize and 3 million tons of wheat. Because of lack of capital 
and the trade restrictions of the importing countries, the wheat was 
not exported to foreign markets in the form of flour, but was left un- 
ground. Thus, Yugoslavia was deprived of the logical opportunity to 
develop a flour-mill industry. 

As mentioned previously, after the outbreak of the agricultural 
crisis, the Yugoslav Government encouraged the shift from production 
of staple agricultural commodities to those of industrial use. Thus 
hemp, flax, and oil-seed plants became increasingly important in the 
Yugoslav economy and were developing into a valuable foundation for 
new domestic industries (e.g. textiles). However, the German eco- 
nomic policy (starting some time in 1936) reversed this healthy trend. 
Using the clearing system, the Germans paid such a generous price for 
Yugoslav wheat and maize that the farmers disregarded the goveril- 
ment program and returned to their previous production system. 
Short-range German military plans won out over long-range Yugoslav 
needs. 

Since nearly one-third of the country is covered with forests (or 
at least it was until the German occupation), one would expect to 
find many paper and wood-pulp mills and sawmills in Yugoslavia. 
Yet, except for sawmills, this industry was only in a primitive stage of 
development. This, then, was another opportunity for productive 
employment. It was not utilized, mainly due to lack of capital. 
Therefore this important raw material was exported mainly as 
timber, mostly for building purposes. As much as half a million tons 
a year went to Italy, England, Germany, and other countries, particu- 
larly to the Near East. 

In spite of the fact that Yugoslavia is the richest and most important 
country of Central-Eastern Europe as a producer of minerals, only 
27,000 people were employed in mining and only 2.5 per cent of the 
Yugoslav national income was derived from diis source.^® 

Among the minerals mined in Yugoslavia are. nearly all the essen- 

Sonth-Eastern Europe (London: The Royal Institute of International Affairs, 1939) » P* 211. 
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tial raw materials for the modern industrial age, including copper, 
lead, zinc, bauxite, iron, chrome, antimony, gold, and silver. Yugo- 
slavia produced about 40,000 tons of copper and 71,000 tons of lead (or 
4 per cent of the world output) per year. She also produced annually 
some 358,000 tons of bauxite ( 10 per cent of the world output) . These 
products were mostly exported before being reprocessed. Yugoslav 
iron ore, too — nearly half a million tons a year — was exported to the 
steel mills of Hungary until recently. Now it is used by the state steel 
works at Zenica. Yugoslavia produced some 2,500 kilograms of goki 
a year, mainly as a by-product of copper. 

In spite of these great riches in raw materials, only some 700,000 
people were employed in manufacturing industries. These were 
chiefly consumption goods industries, such as milling, sugar, alcohol, 
jam, textiles, soap, candles, and simple drugs. It is probable that these 
industries — still in the early stages of development — were destroyed 
by the German occupants, who were more concerned with the re- 
quirements of their war machine than with the needs of the population. 

(2) Romania: As in Yugoslavia, Romania has the paradox of great 
natural wealth coupled with extreme poverty of the people. The pop- 
ulation is undernourished, yet the main exports are food products 
(wheat, maize, cattle, and poultry products) and raw materials, par- 
ticularly timber. 

According to the Romanian Institute of Geology there are still — in 
spite of the reckless exploitation of recent years — some 105 to no mil- 
lion tons of oil to be found in Romanian fields. Some 32.5 million 
tons of black coal, 13.5 million tons of iron ore, 7.8 million tons of 
manganese ore, and 26 million tons of bauxite await extraction and 
utilization. There are other mineral resources still unexplored and un- 
touched. Romania also produces an average of some 4,000 kilograms 
of gold yearly. In spite of these riches, only some 800,000 Romanians 
were earning their living in industry and commerce. 

(3) Hungary: This is a country well-endowed by nature to be an 
agricultural haven for its population. If, in spite of nature’s bounty, 
the people did not attain the standard of life of, let us say, the people 
of Holland, Belgium, or Denmark, it is largely due to the socio-politi- 
cal structure which holds them in bondage. 

Nowhere in Central-Eastern Europe is the distribution of land 
ownership so inequitable as in Hungary and nowhere else in Europe 
was the feudal system of economic (as well as political) organization 
so carefully preserved to this late date. This is the main reason for the 
extremely inequitable distribution of income and the backwardness of 
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general economic activity. For Hungary more than for any other 
country in the Danube Basin, therefore, the prognosis demands a 
change in the political structure as a condition for economic advance- 
ment. 

As of this writing, over 35 per cent of the country is still covered 
with estates of more than 700 acres. As a result, a large section of the 
population are landless laborers. According to the estimates of the 
British Royal Institute of International Affairs, half of the total farm 
population in Hungary has no land and 35 per cent of the farms are 
“dwarf” peasant holdings which cannot produce enough to support 
one family. 

On the other hand, Hungary’s secondary light industry was quite 
strikingly developed during the period between the two World Wars, 
especially the textile industry. The 152,000 industrial workers em- 
ployed in 1921 doubled in number by 1936. High tariff and other 
protection helped to promote this development. But this industriali- 
zation did not greatly increase the total income level of the country 
because the social structure of Hungary remained unchanged while 
industrialization progressed. The bulk of the population did not bene- 
fit from the increase in national income associated widi industrializa- 
tion. 

Industrial raw materials, notably the mineral resources of Hungary, 
are not important except for bauxite. The resources of bauxite are 
estimated at 250 million tons, nearly a quarter of the world’s supply. 
In 1937, Hungary produced 500,000 tons a year, or some 14 per cent of 
world output. 

Coal resources were estimated in 1914 at about 120 million tons, lig- 
nite resources at about 500 million tons, and iron ore resources at about 
20 million tons. These are utilized in Hungary’s own steel mills. A 
few years ago the American Standard Oil Company sank new oil 
wells here which have produced around 600 tons of crude oil yearly — 
about equal to the annual oil consumption of Hungary. 

Only if and when the problem of the agricultural population (over 
50 per cent of the total) is solved by a thorough land reform will the 
industrialization of Hungary rest on a firm foundation and benefit 
the whole area. 

(4) Bulgaria: While this country is poor in mineral resources, its 
climatic and soil conditions readily permit a shift in agricultural em- 
phasis from cereal production to more labor-consuming (“intensive”) 
crops, such as tobacco, sunflowers, colza, soy beans, cotton, hemp, flax, 
and roses (for the famous Bulgarian rose-oil). 
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A negligible Bulgarian industry produces light consumer goods of 
cheap quality, mostly for home consumption. As to mineral resources, 
only coal and lignite are produced and these only in small quantities. 

(5) Greece: This country is one of the most mountainous regions of 
the Balkans and only some 15 per cent of its total area consists of 
arable land. Yet the number of inliabitants per square kilometer of 
cultivated land is the highest. In 1931 it was 336 persons, as compared 
with i8r in Yugoslavia, 128 in Romania, and 147 in Hungary. 

Greece is therefore by far the most over-populated country in Eu- 
rope. Half of the territory is sterile and only 18 per cent is under cul- 
tivation. Moreover, Greek mineral resources are negligible. Yet the 
general living standard of the Greek people is considerably higher 
than that of their neighbors. The reasons for this unusual phenome- 
non are, first, the climatic conditions, which favor the production of 
such valuable crops as tobacco and currants. Second, foreign trade is 
an important source of national income. Some 680 ships sailed the 
seas under the Greek flag in 1937, representing a tonnage of more than 
2,160,000. The Greeks are renowned for their commercial prowess. 

In the nineteen-thirties, Greece started rapid industrialization. Ef- 
forts were made to reprocess export commodities before they were 
shipped abroad: e.g., cigarettes and various blends of tobacco. Textile 
and metallurgic industries also made rapid strides, as well as some 
branches of the chemical industry. Nonetheless, tobacco remains the 
lifeblood of Greek economic prosperity. It is a luxury commodity. 
However, luckily for Greece, it is little affected by the swings of the busi- 
ness cycle. 

(6) Albania: Albania is a poor, hilly country with only 11.2 per 
cent of its area under cultivation. Its cultivated land, moreover, was- 
for the most part held by the State or the Church. Because of this 
fact, the greater part of the population lived in the hills and was occu- 
pied in pastoral farming. Livestock was a major component of Al- 
bania’s exports. 

Even though more than a third of the country is covered with for- 
ests, Albania’s timber resources were not developed before the war 
because of transportation difficulties. The only mineral resources of 
significance are asphalt and oil, which were being produced on an 
average of some 100,000 metric tons per year. 

(7) Poland: Poland is known to the world as an agricultural state. 
Its mineral resources are comparatively little known. Yet this coun- 
try is relatively rich in mineral resources: coal, iron, salt, oil, zinc, 
potassium, and so forth, are found there in considerable quantities. 
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Coal deposits are very large and have been estimated around 62,000,- 
000,000 tons. In 1936, the output of Polish coal mines amounted to 
29,747,000 tons. This wealth of coal can provide a favorable basis for 
the development of large-scale industries in the future. Of the Euro- 
pean countries, only Great Britain and Germany have larger coal de- 
posits. In the meantime, however, domestic consumption of coal is 
five times smaller per capita than that of Great Britain and four times 
smaller than that of the United States. 

Iron ore also is found in various parts of Poland. For the most part, 
however, it is low-grade. The percentage of iron is rarely higher than 
36 per cent. Polish mines supply only a fraction of the requirements of 
the iron industry of Poland, which is well developed. 

As a producer of zinc, Poland occupies third place among the na- 
tions of the world. The oil resources of the country, once substantial, 
are nearing exhaustion unless new wells are found and new processes 
of extraction developed, since the oil in Poland is rather deep in the 
earth. Nonetheless, they still will be an important factor in the econ- 
omy of the region for years to come. 

As to manufactures, Poland had great steel and textile industries 
which withstood all the structural changes in that area during the 
period between wars and possessed all requisites for further develop- 
ment. The same is true of Poland’s new and still undeveloped chemi- 
cal industry. 

(8) Austria; Although Austria is better known to the Western 
world for its tourist hotels and beautiful summer resorts, it is one of 
the two industrialized countries of the region, the other being Czecho- 
slovakia. Besides having a well-developed and diversified commerce 
and industry, Austria is rich in certain raw materials, such as timber 
and wood-pulp. Austrian production of iron ore was about 1.8 mil- 
lion tons in 1937 and this is not the highest output which can be eco- 
nomically achieved from Austrian mines. Moreover, Austria is the 
greatest magnesite producer in the world. 

Austria’s main problem in the period between wars (which was also 
Czechoslovakia’s) was a lack of sufl&ciently large markets in the neigh- 
boring states for the full utilization of her industrial capacity, especially 
after the depression began. Austria did not have a big enough market 
to deal with the agricultural “hinterland” of Hungary, Yugoslavia, 
Romania, and Bulgaria on a barter basis. This was a type of trade 
which Germany— of course not for “purely” economic reasons— was 
only too willing to encourage. 

Austria’s industry expanded under Nazi domination. Due to its 
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location, the German Government considered Austria the safest spot 
for the establishment of expanding war industries. There is still the 
question of how much of this new and old industry was wrecked by 
the bombs of the United Nations before Germany surrendered, and, of 
course, how far it will be possible to reconvert this industry for peace- 
time production. One thing seems certain. Given an incrca.se in the 
standard of living in the neighboring agricultural states, and provided 
that free or freer trade practices are reinstated in this area, the Austrian 
people can not only regain their former prosperity, but raise it to a 
higher level. 

(9) Czechoslovakia: Of all the countries discussed in this chapter, 
Czechoslovakia had the most stable and balanced economy. It ha<,l a 
productive agriculture which, particularly in the western provinces of 
the country, utilized the latest mechanical aids and the newest scien- 
tific methods of production developed in Western Europe and over- 
seas. At the same time, it had great industries producing everything 
from complicated heavy machinery to the simplest needle. Czech 
steel mills made steel of such a quality that it was even exported to the 
United States. The same industry served as a basis for the Czechoslo- 
vak armament industry which, however, was well-equipped to serve 
peace-time needs also. Railroads in Iran, sugar factories in the Argen- 
tine, and bridges in Russia were produced by tlie Skoda and Vitkovice 
Iron Works of Czechoslovakia before the war. Similarly well-devel- 
oped were the Czechoslovak textile industry and world-famous glass 
and toy industries. It would be difScult to enumerate all the industries 
which were profitably managed in Czechoslovakia, so manifold and 
diversified was the field in which Czechoslovak entrepreneurs and 
workers found profitable employment. 

As a basis for this industrial development, one can cite Czechoslo- 
vakia’s wealth of mineral resources, mainly coal — the yearly output of 
which amounted to 33 million tons. Large timber resources supplied 
the great wood-pulp, celluloid, and paper industries of the country 
with raw material. Above all, Czechoslovakia’s greatest asset was 
skilled labor, well-trained and very efficient. 

Czechoslovakia, like Austria, suffered greatly from the tremendous 
decrease in the purchasing power of the agricultural Balkan countries. 
Unlike Austria, it had the strength to seek and find new markets over- 
seas, particularly in the United States, Latin America, and the British 
Dominions. Prior to the German occupation, Czechoslovakia devel- 
oped a flourishing trade with these countries in spite of transportation 
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difficulties (being a land-locked country) and the keen conapetition it 
had to meet. 

(10) The Baltic States: As the Baltic States figured as independent 
states in the political structure of this area between the two wars, and 
as their history and political composition has been discussed in preced- 
ing chapters, it seems appropriate to mention in this chapter the eco- 
nomic situation of the peoples of the three Baltic Republics: Lithuania, 
Latvia, and Estonia. Since nature was rather stingy with raw mate- 
rials in these countries, and since the climate is not the healthiest for 
cereal products, the Baltic States specialized in raising livestock (of 
excellent quality) and in the production of industrial agricultural 
plants like flax and hemp. These, however, were not enough to assure 
a prosperous livelihood for their population. By and large, their liv- 
ing standard was on the same level as that of Poland. The population 
pressure was equally as great. 

Like the other countries in this area, the Baltic States suffered from 
lack of capital and thus from underdeveloped industry, although they 
have natural prerequisites for prosperous wood-pulp and textile indus- 
tries. 

Since 1940 these countries have been incorporated in the U.S.S.R. as 
autonomous states. It can only be hoped that this huge economic unit 
will see the potentialities of the peoples of these countries and provide 
them with the necessary tools to develop their own welfare. 

The Need for Capital 

From what has been said, it can be seen that the countries of Central- 
Eastern Europe possess the necessary raw materials as well as the man- 
power to assure a healthy industrialization. The chief needs are capi- 
tal and a workable long-range plan of industrialization. These needs 
can be measured by the fact that the value of Hungary’s industrial pro- 
duction, for example, was about 14.5 per cent of Germany’s. The 
comparable figure for Yugoslavia was 7.8 per cent; for Romania 6.9 per 
cent; for Greece 5.9 per cent; for Bulgaria 3.5 per cent. The value of 
machinery per capita, except in Czechoslovakia and Austria, was at 
most 10 per cent of that in the more industrialized countries of Europe, 
and the number of motor vehicles per square mile from 5 to 10 per 
cent.^® 

Earlier in this chapter we questioned whether capital investment in 

Agrarian Problems from the Baltic to the Aegean (London: The Royal Institute o£ Inter- 
national Affairs, 1944), p. 82. 
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this area by Western nations would not endanger their cnvu industrial 
enterprises; in oilier words, whether industrialization of this part of 
the world would hurt the industrial West. It seems to the author that 
the opposite is true. In fact, industrialization should make Central- 
Eastern Europe a better trading partner for the rest of the world. As 
Wendell L. Willkie stated in a speech at St. Louis, on October 15, 1943: 
“well-being is a multiplying and not a dividing process." The Post- 
war Committee of the National Association of Manufactures ex- 
pressed the same idea by stressing the point that “it must alwat's be 
remembered that the economic value of trade between the United 
States and other countries increased in proportion to the development 
of those countries with which we trade ... It follows, therefore, that 
world-wide efforts to raise the standard of living of the underdevel- 
oped people through the more intensive uses of their natural resources 
are bound to be beneficial to the people of the United States (and other 
capital exporting countries) as well as those whose opportunities arc 
thus broadened.” 

It would be a misstatement, however, to say that the Western coun- 
tries would not lose markets for some of their products by the indus- 
trialization of Central-Eastern Europe. They would lose markets for 
cheap, low-quality goods which will be produced first in the course of 
industrialization. They would, on the other hand, maintain and even 
enlarge their exports of goods of finer quality and complicated design 
when the scale of values and tastes rises because of a higher living 
standard in these countries. 

A real danger to the Western countries from industrialization of this 
area would develop only if the newly established industries undertook 
production of goods solely or chiefly for foreign rather than home con- 
sumption, or if the bulk of tlie population did not benefit from the 
increase in national income resulting from industrialization, as hap- 
pened in Hungary. 

Under such conditions, the lack of an increase in the purchasing 
power of the population of Central-Eastern Europe would lead to an 
attempt to export tlie produce of newly created industries and a de- 
crease of imports of consumer goods. This is the reason why Mr. H. 
Frankel, in his article “The Problem of Industrialization of Backward 
Areas”, urges that “plans for international investment and export of 
capital should be linked up with plans for social improvement to be 

“Jobs, Freedom, Opportunity in the Postwar Years. Preliminary Observations by the 
Postwar Committee of the National Association of Manufacturers” (New York; 1943), pp. 35, 

38. 
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undertaken there simultaneously with industrialization, thus creating 
larger markets for foreign goods and lessening the tendency to export 
abroad the produce of the new industries.” 

It can therefore be safely stated that, given an intelligent industrial- 
ization plan, accompanied by proper social and economic legislation in 
the countries concerned, the West can only gain by investments in this 
area. 

The capital needed for such a project will amount to a large sum 
even if we assume that industrialization (at least for the first ten years) 
will be concentrated on light industries which require relatively little 
capital equipment. According to a plan published by Professor P. N. 
Rosenstein-Rodan, an investment of 19.2 billion dollars would be 
needed in the next decade to achieve full employment in this area.^® 

Under present conditions it is hardly conceivable that the area itself 
will be able to provide this capital. Even though a rising standard of 
living will increase savings available for home investment, the bulk of 
the capital nonetheless will have to come from the outside, mainly from 
Great Britain and the United States. 

Here die question arises how to accomplish such a large transfer of 
capital without overburdening the new and still vulnerable economies 
with huge service charges. Even before the war these countries had a 
big external debt, amounting to 24.3 billion Swiss francs. The ex- 
ternal debt service totaled 1.3 billion Swiss francs per annum. It is 
not surprising therefore to learn that, in 1931-1932, Greece had to 
spend 49 per cent of her export proceeds for debt service, Hungary 48 
per cent, Yugoslavia 29 per cent, Romania 28 per cent, Poland 24 per 

cent, Austria 22 pa- cent, Bulgaria 16 per cent, and Czechoslovakia 5 

‘>0 

per cent." 

Even if we assume that German reparadons in the form of capital 
equipment might decrease, to some extent, the sum mentioned in 
Professor Rosenstein-Rodan’s article, the problem will demand a mag- 
nanimous and far-sighted solution. The two financial and monetary 
institutions planned by the United Nations Monetary and Financial 
Conference at Bretton Woods, New Hampshire, in July, 1944, and 
particularly the International Bank for Reconstruction and Develop- 
ment, will find their testing ground here and also a great challenge to 
serve humanity. 

^Economic Journal (1939), p. 196. 

Rosenstein-Rodan, P. N., “Industrialization of Eastern and Southeastern Europe,” Economic 
Journal (June-Scptembcr, 1943), p. 21 1- 

®^Han^, Josef, Tornado Across Southeastern Europe (New York: Greystone Press, i 944 )» P- 
103. 
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Conclusion 

In conclusion, it can be stated that, given an orderly and stable 
world monetary system, an expanding world trade, and, of course, a 
stable political system, Central-Eastern Europe will at last start her 
march on the road to prosperity and will assume an important role in 
the economic as well as the political life of future Europe. Insofar as it 
depends on these countries, they will play a constructive part, because 
they realize now more than ever that small countries are highly vul- 
nerable to the protective economic measures of larger powers. Being 
large per capita exporters and importers, they know that policies of 
self-sufficiency and excessive protection, such as Germany advocated, 
might be a deadly peril to their national existence. 
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Pattern of Power 

I N THE vastness of the Allied victory and Germany’s tremendous de- 
feat (in the spring of 1945), one curious and significant fact was over- 
looked. “Never before in history have Western Europe and Eastern 
Europe faced each odier except across a bufier of German or Austrian 
power. For some 500 years the history of Europe has been a seines of 
variations, mostly tragic, on this geographic and political fact.” The 
German surrender has finally destroyed this historic pattern. “Hence- 
forth Western Europe and Eastern Europe must live face to face.” ^ 

For the first time, Central-Eastern Europe and the Balkans (with the 
exception of Greece) traditionally the most turbulent regions on the 
continent and those most subject to the rivalry of the Great Powers, 
were in a sense united under the political domination of a single power, 
Russia. The transformation was brought about by a combination of 
force and guile employed in a way not open to the Allies in the politi- 
cally developed west. The technique was rather simple. When the 
Soviet Army occupied such states as Bulgaria, the Communist party 
immediately popped up from the underground as the leader in some 
such organization of leftists as the so-called “Patriotic Front.” The next 
step was for the local Communists to gain power by taking key posi- 
tions in the government, notably those involving control of the police 
and means of expression. After that, the local Reds proceeded to 
“purge” their political opponents. 

As a result, in Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, Romania, and Poland, the gov- 
ernments were openly Communist or largely dominated by Commu- 
nists. Communists held important government posts in the spring of 
1945 in Austria and Finland. In Hungary, the regime was apparendy 
under Soviet military domination. Besides exterminating their oppo- 
nents, the new governments attempted to obtain' popular support by 


^Time, May 14, 1945. 
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agrarian reform programs and by a strong appeal to Pan-Slavism in 
Slavic countries. 

Each of the new' governments was being tied to U.S.S.R. by a net- 
work of treaties, both directly with Moscow and among tire Central- 
Eastern and Balkan States themselves. In addition, Russia was re- 
drawing national boundaries. Poland was apparently to be expanded 
to the Oder and Neisse Rivers. Transylvania was awarded to Ro- 
mania. Bulgaria and Yugoslavia had been united in a customs union 
and may yet be combined in a single Slav state. 

In redrawing tire map, the Soviets gave major consideration to stra- 
tegic frontiers. Vital points in Finland had been occupied. The War- 
saw Polish regime had accepted the Curzon Line frontier in the east. 
Ruthenia had seceded from Czechoslovakia to join the Soviet Ukraine. 
The Soviets had taken Bessarabia and Bukovina from Romania. The 
Baltic States had vanished and Russia was ready to annex part of East 
Prussia, including Konigsberg. 

The Soviets had thus extended Russia’s frontiers from 100 to 300 
miles beyond where they were before 1939 and annexed territory in- 
habited by more tlian 14,000,000 people. A powerful revolutionary 
state was thus taking a forceful position in the w'orld, a development 
which would inevitably bring to bear new strains, all the more severe 
because more were bound to develop. The j)rcscncc of Russian troops 
in Norway’s arctic Finnmark, of others on Denmark’s island of Born- 
holm near tlie vital Kiel Canal, a Soviet blast at Stockholm for a Swed- 
ish newspaper’s jibes at Stalin — all tliese signified the U.S.S.R.’s interest 
in the Baltic area and its outlet to the Atlantic. In part, the jockeying 
for position in occupied Germany also reflected Russia’s Baltic concerns. 
From Poland, where Stalin refused to give an inch in May, 1945, to 
the Dardanelles, Turkey’s outlet from Russia’s Black Sea, the pattern 
of power tightened. The results were seen at the end of 1945, when 
Turkey was confronted with Russia’s territorial demands. 

There is much resentment in some American circles at what is called 
Russia’s pathological preoccupation with her own security. But is our 
preoccupation with our security any less intense.? Is Russia, for in- 
stance, less justified in insisting on securing her western frontiers after 
the bitter experience of recent years than we are in insisting on ade- 
quate bases in the Pacific after otir experiences in this war.? And if 
you ask Russia to put her entire trust in the machinery of the new se- 
curity organization to protect her western frontier, cannot we be asked 
to forget the Pacific bases and place all of our trust also in the new 
League .? 
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Russia’s Reasons for Mistrust of the West 

The Russians have a new regime, but they are a very old people. 
They think in long historical periods, not in decades. In approaching 
the issues of peace and world security, they bring fixed recollections of 
the age-old struggle between Slav and Teuton on the continent of 
Europe as well as of their sufferings in the latest manifestations of this 
historic conflict. 

More recently, they recall the fruitless diplomacy at Geneva during 
the stronger days of the League of Nations and the years in which the 
democratic governments treated the Soviets as a pariah. They also 
know there is a latent fear in America and in the British Common- 
wealth of their European and Asiatic ascendancy which they think 
might produce another pro-German attitude such as existed in these 
countries between World War I and World War II. 

Soviet Russia is inclined to cooperate with the United Nations in a 
system of collective security, but she is not entirely convinced that the 
other great powers may not try to turn the proposed League into a sort 
of capitalistic alliance against her. The Kremlin remembers very well 
that the League of Nations, dominated by France and Britain, kept 
Soviet Russia out of its councils for years. Moreover, although the 
League never seemed to be able to get the necessary “unanimity” to 
take action against Germany or Japan, it was able to get the necessary 
support to ease Soviet Russia out of the League at the time of the first 
Finnish war. 

Furthermore, Soviet leaders cannot forget that, even as recently as 
late 1939 and early 1940, the British and French had prepared an ex- 
peditionary force to send to Finland’s aid against her. And the “capi- 
talistic bogey” in Russia is still as lively as the “Communist bogey” is 
in the West. 


Russia’s Need for Friendly Neighbors 

The Soviet Government, moreover, is determined not to have “un- 
friendly” regimes in the states near her frontiers, just as the United 
States is concerned about unfriendly governments in Central and 
South America. The German attack on Russia in the Second World 
War through Poland, Finland, the Baltic States, and Romania has 
merely confirmed Russia’s desire to regain the “secure botondaries” 
which she feels were taken from her unfairly after the last war. 

Unless the Soviet Union has those “safe boundaries,” part of which 
she had attained by May, 1945, and the rest of which she was in process 
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of acquiring, and until she is convinced that “the West,” including the 
United States, is prepared to take effectual collective action to prevent 
any aggression, she is going to have reservations about relying too 
much on the United Nations organization. 

The Diplomatic Roots of Russia’s Extejjsion of the 
Sphere of Influence 

It appears diat the pattern unfolding in Central-Eastern Europe can 
be traced to the Teheran agreements. There the leaders of the three 
major Allied powers, the United States, Britain, and Russia, reached an 
agreement as to the scope and timing of operations which were to be 
undertaken “from the east, west and south.” Before that happy result 
was achieved, according to testimony now available," there was con- 
siderable bargaining between Russia and Britain, while the United 
States maintained what was described as a neutral attitude. Stalin 
would not agree to coordinate the Red Army’s operations with those of 
his western allies until he had definite assurance that Britain would 
support Russia’s claim to Polish territory as far west as the Curzon 
Line. 

There was also considerable discussion between Churchill and Stalin 
on the delineation of spheres of influence in the Balkans, with the result 
that Premier Stalin agreed to let Britain have a free hand in Greece 
and to make Yugoslavia a kind of ideological testing-ground of west- 
ern democracy in exchange for British acquiescence in a similar Rus- 
sian experiment in Romania. As a result, Poland will come out of the 
war minus nearly half the territory with which she entered it, although 
she will get compensation in the form of German territory. 

Through the past century and more, Russian policy toward Soutli- 
eastern Europe has consisted of two main strands, one positive and 
one negative. 

The positive strand was her own need of outlets to the o|)en seas: 
hence the perennial temptation to acquire control of the Straits — to 
which Constantinople, as the symbol of the old center of eastern 
Christendom, added a mystical element attractive to the Russian tem- 
perament. 

The Straits command the bottleneck of the Balkans connecting Eu- 
rope and Asia. Of supreme importance to Russia, the Straits have also 
had commensurate attention from the other Great Powers in the game 
of power politics. Both Peter the Great — Stalin’s favorite hero — and 

^Daniell, Raymond, “Fate of Poland Determined at Teheran, Diplomats Say,” The New 
Tor\ Times, December i8, 1944. 
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Catherine tlac Great turned Russian policy southward to the Black Sea. 
After a six-year war against Turkey, Catherine forced the Sultan to 
sign the Treaty of Kuclnik Kainardji in 1774. By that treaty, Russia 
gained control of a large portion of the northern shore of the Black 
Sea and forced the Turks to grant her certain vague rights as the pro- 
tector of members of the Greek Orthodox Church in the Sultan’s do- 
main. After the Napoleonic wars, the Russians not only extended 
their influence in tlte Black Sea but throughout the Balkans as well. 
During a dispute over religious rights in the Holy Land, the Russians 
made such extreme demands on the Turks that Britain and France 
came to the Sultan’s support; the Crimean War was the result. For 
Russia this invasion constitutedf the first great lesson in the importance 
of keeping the Straits closed to her enemies — but also in keeping them 
open for Russia. 

This object lesson was again demonstrated to Russia in World War I. 
Despite the major military effort of die Gallipoli campaign, the 
Turks kept control of the entrance to the Black Sea and the Russians 
were denied badly needed supplies from their western allies — ^perhaps 
the most important factor contributing to the Russian collapse in 1917. 

The same situation, in a somewhat modified form, was produced by 
World War II. Russia was unable, due to the refusal of neutral Tur- 
key, to import Icnd-lease supplies through the Straits. Consequently 
they had to be imported by a much longer route via Persia (Iran). 
The recent maneuvers in Russo-Turkish relations indicate that sooner 
or later Russia will force the issue in regard to the Dardanelles. 

The negative strand in Russia’s policy is her anxiety to prevent any 
strong or unfriendly political power from establishing itself athwart 
the historical highways of Southeastern Europe — an attitude not unlike 
that which England has always taken in regard to the Low Countries 
and the French Channel ports. But though Russia was repeatedly and 
successfully at war with Turkey and thereby played a large part in the 
liberation of the nations of Southeastern Europe, it is important to note 
that, whatever the opportunities, she did not try to add those states to 
her Empire. The one exception was Bessarabia, which Russia seized 
in 1812 in order to control the mouths of the Danube. This step was 
repeated during the opening phases of World War II. For the rest, 
Russia only sought influence as a protector in those countries, and 
gained it chiefly by encouraging national independence. 

In 1917, bitter dislike and fear of Bolshevism resulted in the anti- 
Soviet policies of the democracies which are still remembered in Russia 
today. Paris at that time deliberately sought to turn Russia’s border 
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countries into a rampart against their powerful and dynamic neighbor 
Unhappily the effects of that policy are still in evidence today. Per 
haps the most characteristic example was Yugoslavia, a Slav country 
which owed her independence in no small measure to Russia ant 
whose life is steeped in Russian culture. Due largely to French influ 
ence, Yugoslavia refused to have any relations with the Soviets unti 
1940. 

In 1945, Russia was determined to have regimes on her border, 
which would be friendly enough and free enough not to become tin 
tools of hostile interests or schemes. Clearly, Russia is not afraitl o. 
those countries. She only fears their use against her by others. 

The Kremlin is frankly pessimistic about the prospects of durabh 
peace. It does not accept the prevalent division of history of the las; 
thirty years into war and peace periods, regarding it as a continuou! 
series of upheavals in which the sharp edges of peace and war an 
blurred. Where Americans and Britishers look for the war to em 
definitely, Soviet leaders expect it ratlrer to subside in greater or Ic.s; 
degree. Hence Russia is unwilling to trust the pacific claims of othci 
governments and accepts assurances of friendship skeptically, ever 
with irony. Lacking faith in the durability of post-war alliances, tht 
U.S.S.R. seeks to win strategic positions, territorially and politically, 
for her own protection. “Its long struggle with ‘capitalist encircle- 
ment’ has made Russia what Americans call ‘isolationist’ and ‘Russia- 
First’ in temper.” ® 


Pan-Slavism 

One aspect of this political maneuvering is the Pan-Slav movement, 
which has only a remote resemblance to nineteenth-century Pan- 
Slavism. There is no longer any mystic faith in the unique character 
of the “Slav soul,” no emphasis on a special historic mission. It is 
rather an opportunist design to meet a current political situation aris- 
ing from World War II. 

The first All-Slav Congress was held in Moscow at the very begin- 
ning of the Russo-German war, on August lO-ii, 1941. Not a word 
was said about communism or revolution by those who attended. The 
emphasis was on national survival under the big-brother protection of 
Russia. An All-Slav Committee was elected as a permanent body. 
The second All-Slav meeting took place on April 4-5, 1942, and a third 

®Dallin, David J., “Russia’s Aims in Europe,” American Association of University Professors 
Bulletin, XIX (October, 1943), PP* 495-507 (reprinted from American Mercury, LVII, Oc- 
tober, 1943). 
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meeting occurred on May 9, 1943, after the break of relations be 
tw'ccn Russia and the Polish government-in-exile. This confcrenc 
heard the announcement of the creation of a new Polish army, openl 
hostile to the Polish armies outside tire U.S.S.R. The organ of th 
Pan-Slav movement, Slauyanie, began publication in Moscow in Jul] 
1942, and described its purpose as aiding “the struggle for nations 
liberation on the part of the Slav peoples, and also the liberating rol 
of the Red Army.” ITe paper soft-pedalled the role of America an( 
Britain in World War II. Russian friendship was presented as th' 
sole salvation of the Slavs and the editors consistently supported thi 
pro-Soviet Partisan movements in occupied countries. 

The Pan-Slav movement has several other ramifications. Admira 
tion for the heroic resistance of tlie Red forces has enabled it to ralb 
people of Slav origin in the United States, England, Argentine, anc 
elsewhere to serve as pressure groups for Soviet goals. Radio broad- 
casts in all Slav tongues emanate from Russia. Pan-Slavism has beer 
accepted with widespread enthusiasm, particularly in Czechoslovakia 
Yugoslavia, and Bulgaria. 

The point is that Pan-Slavism has always been uppermost in the 
mind of the Slav peasant. It is true that Pan-Slavism — at best a 
vague concept — had never v/orked out successfully in practice. Proofs 
of its weakness were the two wars between the Serbs and the Bulgars 
since 1912; the traditional hostility of die Poles to die Russians and vice 
versa; Czech seizure of Tesm from the Poles and Polish recapture of 
Tesin after die First World War and before the Second World War, 
respectively; and the anti-Russian policies of the Bulgars who, al- 
though not at war with the Soviets, were allies of Hitler in World 
War II." 

Furthermore, Pan-Slavism, as a political weapon of Tsarist imperial- 
ism, was inexorably opposed to the democratic aspirations of the 
Czechs, the Yugoslavs, and the Poles. The Pan-Slav advisers of the 
Tsar did everything possible to prevent the establishment of a Czecho- 
slovak volunteer legion in the First World War, although its value as 


^ There is hardly any literature published recently on Pan-Slavism without a propaganda 
taint. Hubert Riplka, East and West (London: Lincolns-Prager, 1944) is written by the Czecho- 
slovak Secretary of State; the official line is also propounded by V. dementis, Panslavism Past 
and Present (London: Czechoslovak Committee for Slav Reciprocity in London, 1943)5 and 
by Janko Lavrin, ‘‘Some Notes on Slavonic Romanticism,” Review 43 (London), I, 2 (Summer, 
I943)j PP' 83-88, I, 3 (Winter, 1943-44), pp. 121-5. Current interpretations of Pan-Slavism 
can be found in the current issues of The Slavonic Monthly (New York City, 5 Beckman St,). 
The best work on pre-war Pan-Slavism is Alfred Fischel, Der Panslawismus his zum Welthfieg 
(Stuttgart & Berlin: Cotta, 1919); for other works, see F. T. Epstein, “A Short Bibliography 
on the Slavs,” The Slavonic and East European Review, XXII, 60 (October, 1944), pp. 110-119, 



RUSSIA OVER CENTRAL-EASTERN EUROPE 


664 

a weapon against Austria was apparent, because they feared the demo- 
cratic and revolutionary character of such a movement. Likewise, the 
Russian Pan-Slavists suppressed Ukrainian and Byelorussian literature 
and favored the wholesale suppression of Polish culture and national 
aspirations. 

The new All-Slav movement is based on the theory that, under Rus- 
sia’s leadership, the friendly and equal collaboration of all Slav na- 
tions, small and large, is possible. At the same time, it is more than 
obvious that Pan-Slavism is an instrument of Soviet policy. The re- 
fusal of General Mikhailovich to accept the Pan-Slav formula made 
him the object of world-wide defamation. Broadcasts from Soviet 
soil warned against “the traitors, the Chetniks of Mikhailovich.” 

Particularly attractive to Czechoslovaks and Yugoslavs, and, to a 
lesser degree, to Poles and Bulgars, is die theory that World War II 
was a life-and-death struggle between Teuton and Slav. 

In 1942 Russia’s outstanding literary man wrote:'’ 

. . Never, never will the Slavs accept the German yoke. Death is 
better than that. The Nazi divisions must be caught in a gigantic 
pincers from front and rear. The whole of Europe, including all the 
Slav countries, must become a great guerrilla camp . . . 

In the midst of the world war we must reconsider our history. 
We have helped to build European civilisation, just as other peoples 
have done. Our young blood brought new life and vigour to the 
senile Byzantines. But the Slavs did not destroy Byzantium as the 
Teutons destroyed Rome. Thanks to the Slavs, Byzantium was pre- 
served to infuse feudal Europe with its ancient culture. 

Diligent and freedom-loving, attached to the pursuits of culture 
and peace, the Slav peoples stood on the eastern frontiers, separating 
Asia’s nomad empires, with their fantastic plans for world conquest, 
from the mediaeval empires of the west, with their equally un- 
bounded, grandiose schemes. Aggressions from both east and west 
were broken by the tenacious and courageous Slav peoples. 

The part played by the Slav peoples in creating the humane culture 
of Europe has still to be appraised. The Slav nature is intricate and 
rich, peace-loving and gifted. But woe to him who outrages it. He 
will find not meekness or dejection but only stubborness and fero- 
cious struggle. The Slav will gladly accept death if by his death he 
can bring liberty and victory to the homeland. 

® Tolstoi, Alexei, “Slav National War,” Central European Observer, XIX (April 17, 1943), 
p. 119. 



RUSSIA OVER CENTRAL-EASTERN EUROPE 665 

To arms, Slavs! Let us unite in coordinated, multiform, relentless 

struggle ! May our just anger rise with the force of a hurricane!” 

Use of the Comintern 

The Treaty between the U.S.S.R. and Great Britain and the under- 
standing reached between the United States and the U.S.S.R. in June, 
1942, touched upon the obscure but embarrassing relationship between 
the Soviet Government, through the Third International, and the 
Communist Parties of the United States and Great Britain. 

As explained to Parliament by Foreign Minister Anthony Eden, the 
Russo-British Treaty contained a provision pledging each of the parties 
to refrain from interference in the internal affairs of the other. As out- 
lined in the cryptic White Blouse announcement, the accord between 
Roosevelt and Maxim Litvinoff, under which Soviet-American diplo- 
matic relations were resumed early in the New Deal, contained a mu- 
tual guarantee of non-interference. Soviet Russia promised to have 
nothing to do with the Communist Parties of the United States and 
Great Britain, both of which were, in essence, Russian pressure groups 
operating with legal sanction inside nations that were Russia’s allies in 
1942. Apparently at the request of his Allies, Stalin dissolved the 
Comintern in 1943.® 

To judge from the Communist press of various countries in 1944, 
Communists in each country identified their interests with those of the 
working people of their own country and of every country. In Eu- 
rope, their main emphasis was on participation in movements for 
national liberation. They played an important part, along with other 
groups under Marshal Tito, in the liberation of Yugoslavia, and in 
swinging Romania (August, 1944) to the side of the United Nations. 
In Greece and elsewhere in Central-Eastern Europe, the Communists 
took part in broadly based underground movements which aided in 
the freeing of these countries and in the subsequent formation of pro- 
visional governments. 

The very fact that Communism as well as Partisan movements in 
Central-Eastern Europe developed a dependence upon Russia as the 
savior of that part of the world will be of importance in the near future. 

It is true that the U.S.S.R., in the spring of 1945, was maintaining a 
formally very correct attitude in disassociating itself from local Com- 
munist Party matters and was promoting its policy through the For- 

‘‘For the operation of the Communist parties, see Roucek, Joseph S., “International Move- 
ments and Secret Organizations as Instruments of Power Politics,” Chapter 26, pp. 743-62, in 
T. V. Kalijarvi, Ed., Modern World Politics (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell, 1942). 
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eign Office, where the three main lieutenants of Premier Stalin and 
Foreign Minister Molotov in European and border areas were Col. 
Gen. Andrei A. Ghdanov for Finland and Scandinavia, Andrei Y. 
Vishinksy for Eastern Europe and the Balkans, and Sergei I. Kav- 
taredze for Turkey and Iran. 

Former Comintern officials had, however, emerged prominently in 
local political groups. Many of them at one time or another had not 
only worked with Moscow but had lived there. Among these were 
Poland’s Boleslaw Bierut, Yugoslavia’s Marshal Tito, Austria’s Fischer 
(who used to head the Comintern press section), and Bulgaria’s 
Georgi Dimitrov. These men had helped to organize the national 
Communist movements and to build strong party blocs around them 
from nationalistic Leftist and patriotic resistance groups. The for- 
mula was similar in all Central-Eastern European countries. There 
were national liberation fronts in Greece, Yugoslavia, Albania, and 
Bulgaria, and similar coalitions in Romania, Hungary, Austria, Po- 
land, and Finland, varying as local conditions demanded but always 
with intellectual Communist leaders and methods at the top. The 
outstanding example of how this system operated was, of course, 
Yugoslavia. 

Soviet policies in all the Central-Eastern European lands were remark- 
ably harmonious, aimed at accomplishing reforms which, while greatly 
needed in Poland, Hungary, and Romania, were not nearly so necessary 
in Bulgaria and Yugoslavia. Basically, these reforms were concerned 
with land distribution and the socialization of certain industries. 

The first step was to equalize land holdings. By accomplishing 
land distribution, a broad class of minor capitalists — peasants — was 
created. At the same time, the regimes of these countries, dominated 
directly or indirectly by the Communists, were eliminating all oppo- 
sition elements. These included collaborators and traitors. But some 
pro-Allied peasant leaders were also regarded as “oppositionists.” 

The Emerging Pattern 

The problem of coordinating Anglo-American and Russian post-war 
strategies and aims is the most crucial problem confronting the Allies. 

In the spring and summer of 1945, Yugoslavia and Poland com- 
prised perhaps the main diplomatic knots that had to be unraveled by 
the three great Allied statesmen. Russia was seeking security through 
augmentation of its national power, regardless of the rights or interests 
of the other Allies. The other political entities which the Soviet Union 
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treated as “governments,” in contrast to the United States and Britain, 
were the three Baltic States and Austria. 

The ability of the United States, Great Britain, and Russia to work 
out amicable agreements in regard to Central-Eastern Europe (as well 
as other problems) will be the determining factor in world politics in 
the years to come. The old fear of “capitalistic encirclement” is still a 
powerful influence in the Soviet Union. There is a reason for the 
persistence of such psychology, which many American critics fail to 
appreciate. In their own suspicion and distrust of Soviet moves in 
Europe, some people fail to understand how profoundly the war has 
invalided Russia and how much her insistence on maximum security 
grows out of her state of convalescence and the need for a long rest. 
Her methods of assuring the friendliness of neighboring governments, 
in which some see only aggression, stem in fact from a consciousness 
of vulnerability rather than a sense of power 

The finding of a way to solve these problems, to assure Russian 
security in the post-war world, and to find a formula which will be 
satisfactory to all members participating in dae new world security 
organization, is the supreme task of the world today. 

Sec: Prince, Charles, “Current Views of tlie Soviet Union on the International Organization 
of Security, Economic Cooperation and International Law: A Summary,” American Journal of 
International Law, XXXIX (July, 1945), pp. 450-485; McCormick, Anne O’Hare, “How Can 
Wc (Jet Along With Russia?” New York 'Times Magazine, October 28, 1945, pp. n£F.; C. L. 
Sulzberger’s numerous articles on Russia in New York Times, 1945; Dcnnen, Leon, Trouble 
Zone (New York: Ziff-Davis, 1945); Lauterbach, R. E., These Are the Russians (New York: 
Harper, 1945); Dalian, D. J., The Big Three (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1945); 
Scott, John, Europe in Revolution (Boston: Houghton Mifilin, 1945); Shotwcll, James T. & 
Laserson, M. M., Poland and Russia (New York: Ling’s Crown Press, 1945); Stalin, Joseph, 
The Great Patriotic War of the Soviet Union (New York: International Publishei's, 1945); Mac- 
Curdy, J. T., Germany, Russia and the Future (New York: The Macmillan Co. 1945); Cham- 
berlain, W. H., “International Communism, 1945 Model,” New Leader, June 9, 1945; etc. 
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